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ABSTRACT  
A main goal of marketing is to evoke a sense of familiarity that enhance consumers’ 
psychological and behavioural responses. Yet, little is known about why consumers sometimes 
respond negatively toward familiarity and respond positively toward novelty. Specifically, the 
question of how affective motivation drives consumers to favor novelty is important in achieving 
enhanced marketing. Interest or curiosity is an emotion related to a strong approach motivation and 
exploratory behavior toward novelty. This thesis explores the relevance and implications of interest 
to consumer psychology and behavior. The investigation is grounded in emotion differentiation, 
appraisal theories of interest, and a functional account of emotion. It draws from literature on the 
exposure effect, differentiation of positive emotions, the emotion of interest, metacognitive 
experience of fluency, new product and innovation management, and advertising. 
The thesis begins with a review of the relevant literature that shows how consumers tend to 
paradoxically favor both familiarity and novelty (Chapter 1). In this conceptual review, I propose 
that the differentiation between liking and interest can explain this previously unresolved paradox. 
Specifically, familiarity appears to evoke liking, whereas novelty elicits interest. This chapter 
contributes to our understanding of how and why consumers gravitate toward novelty by providing 
an explanation: consumers’ have dualistic tendency to favor familiarity and novelty simultaneously.  
The remaining chapters present three streams of research which show that consumers tend to 
favor novelty because it generates the emotion of interest. Chapter 2 contributes to the innovation 
management literature by showing that consumers’ subjective perceptions of novelty toward a 
product design, instead of the deviation of design itself, can enhance product evaluation and 
behavior toward the product.  Chapter 3 contributes to the advertising literature by applying 
appraisal theories to the elicitation of consumer interest and demonstrates that the simple 
advertising cue of novelty can evoke the emotion of interest. Chapter 4 contributes to the literature 
on consumer research by showing that disfluency (i.e., metacognitive difficulty) can serve as a cue 
for novelty – one that evokes interest and enhances product evaluation. This provides a potential 
explanation to the conflicting findings between the positive effects of fluency (through familiarity) 
and disfluency (through novelty) on product evaluation.   
Taken together, this set of studies is the first to demonstrate the relevance and implication of 
interest to consumer psychology and behavior. I show that product design can benefit from 
considering the appraisal structure of interest and, specifically, it accounts for consumers’ 
subjective perception and affective response toward design newness. I also find that a consumer’s 
novelty appraisal is a significant determinant of perceived interestingness of an advertisement and 
this can be evoked by simple advertising cues. Furthermore, I demonstrate that the novelty-interest 
relationship is an underlying mechanism of the positive effects of disfluency on product evaluation. 
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Overall, my findings suggest that familiarity is not always desirable and, instead, novelty can be 
desirable for consumers as it evoke interest. The research presented in this thesis also demonstrates 
that both appraisal theories of emotion and the emotion differentiation framework can provide 
useful insights into the consumer research literature on consumers’ affective and motivational 
responses, thus taking us beyond simplistic marketing goals of enhanced familiarity. 
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CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION 
 
 A paradox exists in our understanding of consumer psychology and behavior. There is a 
strong positive relationship between familiarity and liking that resides at the core of consumer 
psychology and behavior (Monahan, Murphy, & Zajoc, 2000; Monin; 2003; Monin & 
Oppenheimer, 2005; Zajonc, 1968; 2001). Yet, people also tend to like novelty (Bornstein, Kalte, & 
Cornell, 1990; Gillebaart, Förster, & Rotteveel, 2012; Topolinski & Sparenberg, 2012). For 
instance, they favor brands more after repeated exposure (Fang, Singh, & Ahluwalia, 2007; Ferraro, 
Bettman, & Chartrand, 2009), but excessive exposure results in satiation and boredom (Bornstein et 
al., 1990; Pechmann & Stewart, 1988). Similarly, People are both neophiliacs and neophobics, who 
approach new food and avoid novelty, respectively (see van Trijp & van Kleef, 2008 for a review). 
Similar to these conflicting findings, recent research on the psychology of familiarity failed to reach 
an agreement on a seemingly simple question: do people really like familiarity and therefore dislike 
novelty (Norton, Frost, & Ariely, 2007, 2011, 2013; Reis, Maniaci, Caprariello, Eastwick, & Finkel, 
2011; Ullrich, Krueger, Brod, & Groschupf, 2013)? 
In this thesis, I propose that a missing piece to this question is our understanding of people’s 
affective motivations to approach novelty. Much research has focused on people’s affective 
motivation to approach familiarity but very little research has examined the opposing affective 
motivation to approach novelty. Interest is an emotion that motivates people’s curiosity to approach 
novel, complex, but not necessarily pleasant stimuli (Litman 2008; Litman & Silvia, 2006; 
Loewenstein, 1994; Silvia, 2005a, 2005b, 2006, 2008b; Turner & Silvia, 2006). Thus, the purpose 
of this thesis is to shed light on the relevance of interest to our understanding of consumer 
psychology and behavior. Specifically, I propose that the conflicting tendency to approach both 
familiarity and novelty is accounted for by two distinct positive affective states. Liking 
(contentment and joy) motivates people to favor familiarity, whereas interest motivates consumers 
to favor novelty. Such a proposition is in line with a growing stream of research on the 
differentiation of positive emotions (Gable & Harmon-Jones, 2008, 2010; Smith, Tong, & 
Ellsworth, 2014; Sung & Yih, in press; Tong, 2015; Yih, Sung, Smith, & Ellsworth, 2015). Most 
importantly, this thesis explores and demonstrates the implications of this emotion differentiation 
proposition in the field of consumer psychology and marketing. 
 This chapter is divided into four parts. First, we show that the differentiation of positive 
affects (e.g., interest, contentment, and joy) may provide a more thorough and adequate approach to 
examine the effect of emotion on decision making and information processing. Second, recent 
research in both psychology (Smith et al., 2014) and marketing (So et al., 2015) has used appraisal 
theories to advance the study of emotion and emotion differentiation. My research therefore extends 
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this framework by using an appraisal theory perspective to differentiate the emotional and 
motivational quality of interest from liking (contentment and joy). Specifically, I demonstrate that 
familiarity leads to liking, whereas novelty results in interest. Third, I provide further support for 
the differentiation between interest and liking by reviewing evidence pertaining to the strong 
association between familiarity and liking. Furthermore, I show how interest and its related 
appraisal may explain the boundary conditions of the familiarity-liking association that are not yet 
explained in the extant literature. Fourth, I discuss the practical and theoretical implications of the 
differentiation between the familiarity-liking and interest-novelty association in consumer 
psychology and marketing. 
Differentiation of Positive Affects 
 The notion that all positive affects have nearly identical effects on one’s psychology and 
behavior has increasingly gained popularity in the psychology and marketing literature (for notable 
examples, see Cavanaugh, Bettman, Luce, & Payne, 2007; Forgas, 1995; Fredrickson, 2001). For 
instance, the broaden-and-build theory proposes that all positive emotions (e.g., interest, 
contentment and amusement) serve the functions of broadening attention and cognition to build 
one’s physical, social, intellectual and psychological resource (Fredrickson, 1998, 2001). This 
overgeneralization is further supported by research that reported high correlations amongst 
experience of different positive emotions (e.g., Barrett, Gross, Christensen, & Benvenuto, 2001).  
Recent research on emotion differentiation, however, shows that such an overgeneralization 
is misleading. For instance, early research suggests that positive affects facilitate peripheral and 
heuristic processing (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). However, recent findings shows that some positive 
emotions such as awe and love led to more systematic processing (Griskevicius et al., 2010a). 
Another example is the effect of positive emotions on attentional scope, whereby the broaden-and-
build theory suggests that positive emotions broaden attention (for a review, see Fredrickson & 
Branigan, 2001). Recent research, however, shows that approach-motivated emotions that are 
positive in affective valence (e.g., desire and enthusiasm) instead narrow attentional scope. 
Similarly, my own recent research (Sung & Yih, in press; Yih et al., 2015) also demonstrates that 
positive emotions such as interest and determination narrow attentional scope in accordance with 
their distinct motivational function and appraisal structure.  
In fact, the framework of emotion differentiation is consistent with various established 
theories of emotions. Plutchik (1980) proposed that positive emotions have different evolutionary 
functions that facilitate survival, reproduction, affiliation and exploration. Ellsworth and Smith 
(1998) demonstrated that positive emotions are evoked by distinct cognitive interpretations and 
Frijda (1987) showed that emotions are associated with different action tendencies. In line with this, 
Tong (2015) showed that appraisal structures are different for seemingly similar positive emotions 
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such as amusement, contentment and joy. For instance, the experience of amusement is uniquely 
triggered by the action of others, whereas contentment is elicited by a self-relevant and low-effort 
situation, and interest is uniquely evoked by high personal control. In this thesis, I extend the 
framework of emotion differentiation to interest and liking (contentment and joy), and suggest that 
such a differentiation may account for people’s seemingly contradictory tendency to favor both 
familiarity and novelty. 
Interest versus Liking (Contentment and Joy) 
 The valence of an emotional state does not necessarily serve as an adequate and 
comprehensive account of its functions and effects on people’s decision making processes. Instead, 
differentiating emotion by their appraisal structure, motivational function, and evolutionary benefit 
may provide a more complete examination. Below, I show that interest is a different affective state 
when compared to liking. Furthermore, I use an appraisal theory perspective to show that interest is 
a positive affect that motivates people to approach novelty, whereas liking is a positive response 
toward familiarity.  
What is Interest? 
Interest is an evolutionarily adaptive emotion that motivates people to develop a broad set of 
new knowledge, skills, and experiences (Izard, 2007; Lowenstein, 1994 Silvia, 2006, 2008b, 2009). 
It initiates and maintains people’s engagement with the environment that is crucial for survival and 
adaptation (Izard, 2007; Lowenstein, 1994; Silvia, 2006). In fact, interest has been shown to be a 
major dimension of trait curiosity that predisposes people to approach novelty. Litman (2005, 2008) 
concluded that there are two types of epistemic curiosity that can motivate humans to seek novel 
information. The first type is the deprivation of information, whereby novelty seeking resolves the 
feelings of uncertainty and satiation. The second type of epistemic curiosity is the enjoyment of 
discovering newness, whereby seeking novelty satisfies the desire of newness and produces the 
feeling of interest (Kashdan & Silvia, 2009; Litman Hutchin, & Russon., 2005; Litman & Silvia, 
2006; Litman, 2010). Taken together, trait curiosity research suggests that people favor novelty 
because it evokes a feeling of information deprivation and a feeling of interest to learn about 
novelty. 
Interest is, however, an “eccentric emotion” and some theorists may question whether 
interest is an emotion (see Silvia, 2008b, for a discussion of this issue). Contemporary theories of 
emotion suggest that an emotion motivates and organizes cognition and action by providing 
information such as distinctive subjective conscious experiences, expressive signals, changes in 
physiology, and antecedent cognitive appraisals (Ekman, 1992; Izard, 2010; Roseman & Smith, 
2001). In line with this definition, interest appears to possess these emotional qualities and, most 
importantly, its emotional profile is different to liking. 
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Appraisal Structure and Motivational Functions. Under appraisal theories, each emotion 
is elicited by a set of appraisals—a person’s cognitive evaluation and interpretation of an event or a 
stimulus that can occur automatically and outside of awareness (Lazarus, 1991; Roseman & Smith, 
2001). Thus, the same event can trigger different emotional responses between different people and 
also within the same person over time. For instance, people may experience a positive affective 
state when they receive a free complimentary drink, but the same event may evoke a negative 
affective state if they feel obligated to tip more. Recent research has identified a pattern of cognitive 
appraisal that gives rise to interest. Most importantly, these previous findings are the most 
compelling evidence showing that interest is a discrete emotion that is distinct to liking. 
Interest is evoked by novelty-complexity appraisal and high coping potential appraisal. This 
has been demonstrated regardless of whether these appraisals were measured or manipulated 
(Silvia, 2005a; 2005b; 2006). Drawing from Berlyne’s (1960; 1970) work, Silvia (2005a; 2006; 
2008) defined novelty-complexity appraisal as one’s interpretation that a stimulus is new, 
ambiguous, complex, obscure, unclear, unexpected, unfamiliar, or otherwise not understood. In this 
thesis, I use the term “novelty” as a shortcut to the multidimensional expression of “novelty-
complexity”. Coping potential appraisal is one’s general estimate of resources, power, abilities, and 
control to understand the novelty of an event or stimulus (Roseman & Smith, 2001; Silvia, 2005a; 
2006; 2008). Colloquially speaking, coping potential reflects an individual's estimate of readiness 
for novelty. Taken together, people only experience interest toward a stimulus that is subjectively 
appraised as novel and its novelty is manageable or understandable within their ability. 
 A large body of recent research supports the two appraisal structures of interest. For 
instance, art experts are more interested and less confused toward abstract images in comparison to 
novices (Silvia, 2013; Hekkert & Wieringen, 1996). Artwork titles also increase one’s 
comprehension and therefore interest toward the artwork even when viewers are told to ignore the 
title or that the title is incorrect (Millis, 2001). Coping potential has also been found to mediate the 
effect of trait curiosity on interest toward poetry and visual art (Silvia, 2008a). Furthermore, 
comprehensibility predicts interest toward polygons and artworks only when people judge the target 
as a complex but not a simple stimulus (Silvia, 2005a; 2005b, Millis, 2001).  
 Novelty appraisal and high coping potential appraisal are unique to the experience of 
interest. In particular, novelty appraisal and high coping potential appraisal does not predict the 
experience of liking (Ellsworth & Smith, 1988; Silvia; 2005b; 2006; Turner & Silvia, 2006). 
Furthermore, the appraisal structure of interest means that interest is not necessarily elicited by 
pleasant stimuli. In fact, Turner and Silvia (2006) showed that novel, disturbing paintings evoke 
greater interest but lower liking. In their research, the experience of interest was positively 
associated with novelty appraisal, whereas liking had a negative association with novelty appraisal. 
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Thus, interest appears to be a positive emotional response toward novelty, whereas liking is a 
positive emotional response toward familiarity.  
Subjective Experience, Expression and Physiology. The experience of interest is 
pleasantly toned and accompanied by the feeling of being alive, active, engaged and curious 
(Ellsworth & Smith, 1988; Izard, 1977; Silvia, 2006). Different to liking, the expression and 
physiology of interest are associated with orientation, attention and concentration (Silvia, 2008). 
Interest is typically characterized by movement of the frontalis muscle (at the forehead), tilting of 
the head, a faster rate of speech, and a greater range of vocal frequency (Banse & Scherer, 1996; 
Langsdorf, Izard, Rayias, & Hembree, 1983; Libby, Lacey, & Lacey, 1973; Reeve, 1993). The 
expression of interest is therefore different to the universal smiling and eye-crinkling expression of 
liking (i.e., contentment and joy; Silvia, 2008). Furthermore, interest is indexed by an increase in 
skin conductance and a decrease in heart rate (Langsdorf et al., 1983; Reeve, 1993). In contrast, 
liking is typically indexed by an increase in heart rate (Nyklíček, Thayer, & Van Doornen, 1997). 
Thus, interest appears to have the expressional and physiological features of a typical emotion and 
its emotional profile is different to liking.  
Both interest and liking are positive affects, yet they have different emotional qualities 
including expression, physiology, appraisal structure and motivational function. Most importantly, 
liking appears to underlie people’s desire for familiarity whereas interest seems to underlies 
people’s desire for novelty. In the next section I review evidence supporting the strong association 
between familiarity and liking. Following this, I show that interest may account for previously 
unexplained boundary conditions of this familiarity-liking association.  
Familiarity and Liking 
 Familiarity breeds liking and this notion has been supported by research in both marketing 
and psychology. When applied to consumer psychology, familiarity has been shown to increase 
brand recall (e.g., Kent & Allen, 1994), perceived product quality (e.g., Hoyer & Brown, 1990), 
brand preference (e.g., Rindfleisch & Inman, 1998), purchase intention (e.g., Arora & Stoner, 
1996), and repeat purchases (e.g., Macdonald, 1996). Brand familiarity also prompts purchase 
intention by increasing consumers’ resistance toward competitive advertising (Kent & Allen, 1994) 
and reducing the likelihood of reference price seeking (Biswas, 1992).  
 Consumers tend to associate familiarity and liking in a heuristic fashion. Consumers prefer 
familiar over unfamiliar brands (e.g., Laroche, Kim, & Zhou, 1996), products (e.g,. Park & Lessig, 
1981), product features (e.g., Zhou & Nakamoto, 2007), innovations (e.g., Rogers, 2003), 
advertisements (e.g., Pieters, Warlop, & Wedel, 2002), spokespeople (e.g,. Weisbuch & Mackie, 
2009), and music (e.g., Ward, Goodman, & Irwin, 2013). Viewing previously seen stimuli can also 
enhance one’s mood, and such positivity can diffuse and influence liking toward unrelated stimuli 
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(Monahan, et al., 2000). An association between familiarity and safety has been consistently 
demonstrated in people’s perceived risk of investments (e.g., Weber et al., 2005), technologies (e.g., 
Richardson, Sorensen, & Soderstrom, 1987), and leisure activities (e.g., Zuckerman, 1979). 
Familiarity therefore has the robust effect of attracting customers.  
 The association between familiarity and liking is bidirectional, such that preferred stimuli 
are also perceived as more familiar. People perceive beautiful faces, positive words, and persuasive 
claims to be more familiar than less preferred counterparts, regardless of prior exposure (T. Garcia-
Marques, Mackie, Claypool, & L. Garcia-Margques, 2004; Monin, 2003). Monin (2003, 2005) 
termed this effect “warm glow heuristics”, whereby people heuristically associate familiarity with 
their positive affects toward a stimulus. In line with this, people in a negative affective state 
perceive stimuli as more novel and process the stimuli in a more cautious manner (Phaf & 
Rotteveel, 2005). Another ubiquitous demonstration of this strong familiarity-liking relationship is 
the mere exposure effect. 
Mere Exposure Effect 
 Decades of research have shown that people prefer stimuli that are previously seen or 
repeatedly presented in comparison to their novel counterparts (Bornstein, 1989; Fang et al., 2007; 
Zajonc, 1968). This phenomenon is known as the mere exposure effect, whereby conscious and 
unconscious exposures without any tangible reward may enhance one’s attitude, liking, preference, 
and subsequent choices toward a stimulus (for a review, see Bornstein, 1989 & Zajonc, 2001). The 
mere exposure effect has been demonstrated on stimuli including nonsense ideography (Stang, 
1974), random line drawings (Stang & O’Connell, 1974), optical illusions (e.g., Bornstein et al., 
1990), faces (e.g., Harmon-Jones & Allen, 2001), food (e.g., Pliner, 1982), and music (Gorn, 1982; 
Pandelaere, Millet, & Bergh, 2010).  
Research on the mere exposure effect provides empirical evidence suggesting that 
familiarity is inherently positive in affective valence. Zajonc (2001) proposed that when stimuli are 
merely presented, there is an absence of aversive consequence thus observers are gradually 
conditioned to perceive the stimulus as benign and positive. Consistent with this, Harmon-Jones and 
Allen (2001) showed that the mere exposure effect evokes greater activity over the zygomaticus 
major (cheek) muscle, which pulls the corner of the lip back during smiling and serves as a 
psychophysiological marker of positive affect. Therefore, people seem to prefer familiar stimuli 
over novel stimuli because familiarity is heuristically associated with liking. Different forms of 
mere exposure effect have also been demonstrated in various consumer contexts. 
 Incidental Brand Exposure. Incidental exposure toward a brand—for example, walking 
past a product that displays a brand logo—can increase liking and purchase intention toward the 
exposed brand (Ferraro et al., 2009). This incidental brand exposure effect is unaffected even when 
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people are distracted during exposure or unaware of the exposure. Furthermore, exposure toward an 
advertisement induces positive attitude toward the advertisement and the brand, regardless of 
recognition (Fang et al., 2007; Janiszewski, 1990; 1993; Tellis, 1988). Similarly, consumers are 
more likely to include a brand in their consideration set for a future purchase after they are 
incidentally exposed to an advertisement of the brand (Shapiro, 1999; Shapiro, MacInnis, & 
Heckler, 1997). 
 Repeated Advertising Exposure. A tool commonly used in advertising to strengthen top-
of-mind awareness and recall is repeated advertising exposure (for a review, see Pechmann & 
Stewart, 1988). Repeated exposure toward an advertisement may enhance consumer brand recall 
(Craig, Sternthal, & Leavitt, 1976; Kirmani, 1997; Pechmann & Stewart, 1988), brand attitude 
(Anand & Sternthal, 1990; Campbell & Keller, 2003), and persuasiveness of the advertisement 
(Cacioppo & Petty, 1979). Furthermore, advertising repetition can also serve as a cue of high 
marketing effort and thus increase the perceived quality of an unfamiliar brand (Kirmani, 1997). 
This may ultimately increase customer loyalty and decrease the occurrence of variety seeking 
(Tellis, 1988). 
 Product Placement and Sponsorship Marketing. Similar to advertising, an aim of product 
placement and sponsorship marketing is to expose consumers to brand information under low level 
processing and foster brand familiarity. Both empirical and field studies have shown that these 
peripheral exposures increase brand awareness, recall, and recognition (Bennett, 1999; Nicholls, 
Roslow, & Dublish, 1999), which may result in brand preference and purchase intention (Cornwell 
& Coote, 2005; Nicholls et al., 1999). Other findings suggest that exposure enhances brand 
preference because it creates a false consensus that the brand is popular amongst other consumers 
(Bennett, 1999), or ingroup members (Cornwell & Coote, 2005).  
The Boundary Conditions of Mere Exposure Effect  
The mere exposure effect is a clear demonstration of the association between familiarity and 
liking. Research in psychology, however, suggests that familiarity does not necessarily result in 
liking (Gillebaart et al., 2012; Larson, Redden, & Elder, 2013; Norton et al., 2007; 2011; Norton, 
Frost, & Ariely, 2013). Indeed, certain motivational contexts even reverse the positive association 
between familiarity and liking (Bornstein et al., 1990; Gillebaart et al., 2012; Topolinski & 
Sparenberg, 2012). A closer look at the boundary conditions of the mere exposure effect suggests 
that familiarity is not necessarily desirable and novelty is not necessarily undesirable in nature. To 
show that novelty can also elicit positive affect such as interest, the section below reviews different 
boundary conditions of the mere exposure effect that has been found in the psychology literature. 
Subsequently, I show that the association between novelty and interest can serve as an explanation 
toward these previously unexplained boundary conditions. 
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Boredom and Satiation 
 Bornstein et al. (1990) proposed that familiarity might breed boredom and, in turn, reverse 
the mere exposure effect. In their study, participants with low boredom proneness exhibited the 
mere exposure effect, whereas boredom prone participants did not show any evidence of the effect. 
Furthermore, repetitions of interesting stimuli increased liking, but repetition of uninteresting 
stimuli decreased affective ratings. Thus, people may feel bored toward familiarity and such 
boredom can reverse the effect of familiarity on liking. Similarly, the mere exposure effect can be 
mitigated by excessive exposure. That is, the magnitude of the mere exposure effect is highest at 
relatively small exposure frequency (one to nine repetitions) and more exposure nullifies the effect 
(for a review, see Bornstein, 1989). 
Similar findings have also been documented in the advertising and consumer behavior 
literature. Consumers are known to exhibit a response called “wear-out”, whereby continued 
repetition of an advertisement ultimately evokes tedium that decreases the effectiveness of the 
advertisement (Anand & Sternthal, 1990; Masterson, 1999; Pechmann & Stewart, 1988). For 
instance, excessive repetition may distract consumers’ attention and lead to poorer recall (Craig et 
al., 1976). Consumers also perceive excessive repetition as suspicious, which leads to a reduction in 
perceived brand confidence and brand quality (Kirmani, 1997). In fact, earlier research has 
suggested that three exposures to the same advertisement are sufficient to reverse the positive effect 
of advertising repetition (Campbell & Keller, 2003).  
 This satiation effect has also been demonstrated in product placement marketing. The 
satiation effect toward brand exposure is well known (e.g., Bennett, 1999; Cornwell, Weeks, & 
Roy, 2005; Olson & Thjømøe, 2003). For instance, brand placement in computer games increases 
recall; however, repeatedly playing the same game nullifies this positive effect (Cauberghe & De 
Pelsmacker, 2010). Some research even failed to find the positive effect of exposure (Pope & 
Voges, 1999; Tripodi et al., 2003). Others demonstrated that high levels of exposure may induce 
negative brand attitudes (Cauberghe & De Pelsmacker, 2010; Cowley & Barron, 2008). Taken 
together, familiarity increases liking but also boredom and satiation. Thus, the assumption that 
familiarity always leads to positive responses such as liking is not always correct. This is futher 
supported by other boundary conditions of the mere exposure effects. 
Conscious Awareness 
The mere exposure effect is strongest when the exposure is brief (e.g., 50 ms) and in the 
absence of conscious awareness than with awareness (Bornstein, 1989; Kail & Freeman, 1973). 
Stimulus recognition can inhibit the mere exposure effect, such that the mere exposure effect ceases 
once observers recognize the stimulus above chance (Bornstein & D'Agostino, 1992; Ye & van 
Raaji, 1997). Thus, familiarity does not always lead to liking when the observer is fully aware of 
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the repeated exposure or the experience of familiarity. This boundary condition of mere exposure 
effect shows that the association between familiarity and liking is not definite, suggesting that 
novelty may not necessarily generate negative responses. 
Novelty of the Stimulus 
The familiarity-liking association is also moderated by the novelty of the stimulus. The 
novelty and complexity of a stimulus appear to buffer against the satiation of overexposure. The 
mere exposure effect is stronger and more resistant to excessive exposure for novel and complex 
stimuli when compared to simple stimuli. For instance, more robust effects have been observed for 
ideography with more (vs. less) brush strokes (Saegert & Jellison, 1970), musical compositions 
with longer (vs. shorter) chords (Heyduk, 1975), and products with complex (vs. simple) design (D. 
Cox & A. Cox, 2002). Furthermore, a heterogeneous or random presentation sequence produces a 
larger effect in comparison to a homogenous sequence (Bornstein, 1989; Kail & Freemna, 1973; 
Stang & O’Connell, 1974). Considered collectively, the mere exposure effect is moderated by the 
novelty and complexity of the exposed stimulus, suggesting that novelty can be desirable. 
Regulatory Focus and Breath of Categorization 
 Gillebaart et al. (2012) showed that regulatory focus could alter people’s preferences toward 
familiarity and novelty. Specifically, whether a person respond positive or negatively to repeated 
exposed or presented stimulus is determined by their regulatory focus. According to regulatory 
focus theory (Higgins, 1997), people pursue goals with two motivational orientations: namely, a 
promotion focus, whereby people focus on growth, and a prevention focus, whereby people focus 
on security. Across six experiments with different manipulations of regulatory focus, Gillebaart et 
al. (2012) showed that people prefer familiar or repeatedly presented stimuli in prevention focus 
conditions but preferred novel stimuli in promotion focus conditions. After 40 exposures, those with 
a promotion focus liked the stimuli less when compared to their counterparts who had a prevention 
focus or those in the control condition. These findings were replicated with individual differences in 
regulatory focus and other manipulations of regulatory focus such as high versus low power (i.e., 
promotion vs. prevention focus). Given these findings, preference toward familiarity and novelty 
appears to depend on motivational contexts and can be reversed by a simple priming of regulatory 
focus. This supports our notion that novelty is not always undesirable. 
Progression Mindset  
 A progression mindset can also reverse the mere exposure effect. Topolinski and Sparenberg 
(2012) proposed that a clockwise rotation movement activates a progression mindset whereas a 
counterclockwise rotation movement activates a regression mindset. The mere exposure effect was 
produced in the counterclockwise condition. They found, however, that merely asking participants 
to execute or view a clockwise movement could increase participants’ preferences toward novel, 
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unrepeated, and unconventional stimuli. Thus, a simple motor clockwise movement, such as 
opening a bottle’s cap and igniting a car’s engine, seems to prime a progression mindset and reverse 
the mere exposure effect. Overall, these boundary conditions of the mere exposure effect suggest 
that the association between familiarity and liking is unreliable in certain contexts. In fact, the next 
section shows that these boundary conditions can be explained by considering novelty as an 
antecedent of positive responses such as interest. 
Applying Interest to the Boundary Conditions of Familiarity-Liking  
 Achieving familiarity has been a long tradition in marketing to evoke positive consumer 
responses. This has been supported by decades of research showing that familiarity is inherently 
desirable and positive in affective valence. People favor a stimulus merely because of repeated 
exposures that occur both consciously and unconsciously. However, a closer look at the extant 
literature in psychology and marketing presents a different conclusion. Familiarity may lead to 
boredom and satiation, which limits the mere exposure effect. This is consistent with findings 
reported for the wear-out effect in marketing. On the other hand, novelty and complexity appear to 
buffer against the satiation of excessive exposures and familiarity. Furthermore, people with a 
promotion (vs. prevention) focus or a progression (vs. regression) mindset also favor novel stimuli 
over their familiar counterparts. This suggests that novelty per se is desirable in certain motivational 
contexts.  
 In fact, Berlyne (1960, 1970) demonstrated that novelty and liking do not always show an 
inverse relationship. Exposure to novel and complex stimuli may increase liking and perceived 
interestingness whereas exposure to simple stimuli reduces liking and perceived interestingness 
(Berlyne, 1970). Consistent findings have been reported across different species, whereby animals 
are willing to endure negative stimuli such as electric shocks to explore novel but not necessarily 
rewarding stimulus (Harlow, 1950). Yet, no research has thoroughly explored an affective 
mechanism that underlies people’s desire for novelty. In this thesis, I therefore propose and 
demonstrate that the emotion of interest may serve as a possible affective account for people’s 
approach orientation toward novelty. 
To demonstrate the relevance of interest to the psychology of familiarity and novelty, here I 
show how interest and its appraisal structure provide an adequate explanation for the boundary 
conditions of the familiarity-liking relationship. Specifically, the appraisal structure of interest may 
account for the boundary conditions of the mere exposure effect that were observed but not yet 
explained in prior research.  
Excessive familiarity may lead to boredom—an affective state that is considered to be an 
inverse of interest (Silvia, 2006, 2009). Thus, the reduction of liking after excessive exposure may 
merely reflect a decrease in interest and an increase in boredom as one’s novelty appraisal decreases 
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after excessive exposure. That is, a novelty appraisal at low repetition generates interest and keeps a 
stimulus relevant and interesting in addition to the mere exposure effect. Excessive repetition of the 
same stimulus, however, nullifies the novelty appraisal and interest, resulting in boredom and 
satiation that compete with the mere exposure effect. Such a decrease in interest toward the exposed 
stimulus therefore prompts people to gradually seek for novelty.  
Given this, the appraisal structure of interest explains why perceived novelty of a familiar 
stimulus may buffer against satiation toward excessive exposure. Novelty appraisal incorporates 
multiple dimensions including newness, ambiguity, complexity and unexpectedness (Silvia, 2005a, 
2006, 2008). Thus, novelty (e.g., complexity) of a stimulus appears to moderate the negative effects 
resulting from overexposure (i.e., familiarity). Similarly, an appraisal is one’s cognitive 
interpretation of a stimulus and event (Ellsowrth & Smith, 1988; Lazarus, 1991; Roseman & Smith, 
2001). Therefore, exposure outside consciousness and awareness may have less effect on a person’s 
novelty appraisal and as a result generate a larger and more prolonged mere exposure effect. 
 Furthermore, there is a strong association between a promotion (vs. prevention) regulatory 
focus and a progression (vs. regression) mindset (Forster & Higgins, 2005; Förster, Marguc, & 
Gillebaart, 2010; Gillebaart et al., 2012). The novelty categorization theory suggested that these two 
psychological tendencies facilitate the processing of any new information (Förster et al., 2010). I 
propose that this facilitation effect is a reflection of an increase in the coping potential appraisal, 
which may ultimately result in a desire for more novelty. Additionally, these psychological 
tendencies motivate people to the goal of exploration, growth, advancement, and achievement 
instead of mere pleasure and reward (see Förster, 2012; Higgins, 1997; Topolinski & Sparenberg, 
2012). This is consistent with the functional and motivational account of interest, which proposes 
that interest drives people to explore and seek new information to achieve these goals.  
To the best of my knowledge, this thesis is the first to adopt an appraisal theory perspective 
to differentiate interest and liking, as well as their effects on people’s decision-making and 
information processing. Given the differentiation between the emotion qualities of interest and 
liking, I show that interest may serve as an affective motivation to approach novelty and therefore a 
possible explanation toward the previously unexplained boundary conditions of the familiarity-
liking association. Interest has been largely studied by aesthetic research and no existing research 
has translated Silvia’s works into a consumer context. In the next section, I therefore discuss the 
relevance of interest in advancing consumer research. These potential implications also serve as the 
basis of the development of my research included in the subsequent chapters in this thesis. 
Implications, Predictions and Future Research 
 In this section, I further discuss the theoretical and practical implications of interest across 
different fields of marketing and consumer psychology. I also aim to provide testable predictions 
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and questions for future research. In fact, I propose that my theoretical approach toward the 
opposing findings of familiarity (liking) and novelty (interest) can be applied to paradoxical 
findings in various fields of consumer research. The research gaps discussed in the first three 
sections motivate the research presented in Chapter 2 to 4. 
Product Newness and Innovativeness  
 The novelty appraisal is different to many theoretical constructs studied in the new product 
and innovation literature, which has largely attributed newness to the product itself and ignored the 
appraisal process that produces it. Unlike product newness, novelty is not an objective property, but 
an individual’s subjective interpretation and perception of a stimulus. For instance, a second-hand 
car is not new but it can be appraised as novel by a recent owner. Furthermore, novelty is different 
to perceived newness. A vintage Levi’s jean is not perceived as new but it can be appraised as a 
novel (unfamiliar) style. Finally, novelty is also distinct from innovativeness. Xerox’s ColorQube 
printer that features a cutting-edge technology such as the highest resolution printing is innovative, 
but people may not find the printer very novel, complex, or incongruent as it merely fulfills the 
ordinary job of printing. Novelty, however, plays a role in these marketing constructs. For instance, 
people are very likely to perceive 3D printing as an innovative technology and appraise it as a novel 
technology. Given this, what new insights can novelty offer to the new product and innovation 
literature? 
 Most researchers in this area assume an inverted-U shaped relationship between product 
innovativeness and product success, but the underlying mechanism of this relationship is still 
unknown (see Goldenberg, Lehmann, & Mazursky, 2001; Hekkert & Wieringen, 2011; Steenkamp 
& Gielens, 2003; van Trijp & van Kleef, 2008). Product newness and innovativeness have been 
largely considered from a functional stance, which are defined as a discontinuity in marketing 
and/or technological factors (for a review, see Calantone, Chan, & Cui, 2006; Garcia & Calantone, 
2002). Thus, most existing research has been devoted to identifying macro-marketing predictors of 
new product performance including technological innovativeness, market characteristics, pricing, 
and product advantage (Calantone et al., 2006; Henard & Szymanski, 2001). Some researchers have 
even suggested that product innovativeness should never be dependent on the consumers’ 
viewpoints (Garcia & Calantone, 2002). Indeed, measures of product newness and innovativeness 
are mostly provided by managers (e.g., Kleinschmidt & Cooper, 1991) and experts (e.g., Gielens & 
Steenkamp, 2007; Goldenberg et al., 2001), but not consumers themselves. Consequently, the 
psychology of familiarity and novelty has been largely ignored by the product newness literature.  
 Integrating our understanding toward the psychology of familiarity and novelty may provide 
new insights into the underlying mechanism of the inverted-U shaped relationship between product 
innovativeness and success. In fact, increasingly more research has demonstrated the importance of 
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consumer psychology in predicting the perception of new products and innovations. A recent meta-
analysis by Szymanski, Kroff, and Troy (2007) showed that only innovations that are perceived as 
meaningful by the consumers lead to product success. Moreover, Alexander et al. (2008) 
demonstrated that “really new” or “radically new” products could prompt people to think abstractly. 
This psychological newness, in turn, affects consumers’ purchase intentions and adoption toward 
the new product. Thus, perceiving newness from a consumer perspective appears to be a necessary 
approach in understanding consumers’ responses toward innovations. 
 Future research may benefit from conceptualizing novelty as a dimension of product 
innovativeness that serves as a subjective appraisal stemming from consumers’ viewpoint. Doing 
this allows us to apply the motivation of interest and liking as the underlying mechanism of the 
inverted-U shaped relationship between product innovativeness and product success. Perhaps such a 
relationship is simply a representation of the interactive effect of the novelty appraisal and coping 
potential appraisal toward new product, whereby an imbalance between the two appraisals 
motivates a change of attitude and behavior. As product innovativeness increases, consumers’ 
perception of novelty increases and therefore generates interest. However, interest is reversed when 
novelty of the innovation exceeds the limits of one’s coping potential appraisal and ultimately 
leading to negative affective states such as confusion. The optimal point of product innovativeness 
may simply be a balance between familiarity-liking and novelty-interest dependent on consumers’ 
coping potential or readiness to novelty, whereby liking and interest simultaneously enhance the 
perception of the new product. Such a consideration of affective responses toward product 
innovativeness may offer unprecedented insights, given that few studies have considered 
consumers’ emotional response toward innovations (for notable exceptions, see Chaudhuri, 
Aboulnasr, & Ligas, 2010, and Wood & Moreau, 2006). In Chapter 2, I will examine the relevance 
of interest to the new product and innovation literature by using the appraisal theory framework to 
explore consumers’ perception of design newness and its effect on product evaluation. 
Consumer Interest toward Advertisements  
 Consumer interest appears to have a positive effect on consumers’ responses toward 
the advertisement, the advertised product, and the advertised brand. Consumers’ interest is a 
strong predictor of viewing duration and purchase intent (Olney, Holbrook, and Batra 1991; 
Stapel 1994). Interestingness of an advertisement may also enhance consumers’ attitude 
toward the advertisement and the advertised brand (Alwitt 2000). However, the antecedent 
of interestingness in advertising has not been thoroughly examined and psychological 
theories pertaining to the emotion of interest have not been previously considered. This is 
unsurprising given that: (1) there is limited research on consumer interest in the advertising 
literature; (2) no existing research in advertising has examined interest as an emotional or 
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affective state; and (3) researchers have only been interested in investigating advertising 
strategies that evoke basic, positive emotions such as joy and surprise (Teixeira, Wedel, and 
Pieters 2012). 
 The lack of scholarly attention on interest in the advertising literature can be 
attributed to the fact that interest has been has loosely defined in the extant literature. For 
instance, Olney et al. (1991) considered interest as an attentive state, whereas Alwitt (2000) 
proposed that interest is a state defined by the experience of curiosity, intense attention and 
high level of engagement. Stapel (1994) even considered interest and liking as the same 
theoretical construct. The existing advertising literature therefore lacks a consistent 
conceptual definition of interest. Given that interest has been thoroughly examined as an 
emotion in psychology, we propose that future research in advertising may use the appraisal 
theory framework to examine interest as an emotional response toward advertisements. 
Consumer interest toward an advertisement should therefore be elicited by novelty appraisal 
and coping potential appraisal. In Chapter 3, I will examine how simple novelty cues in 
advertising may elicit interest. This not only provides the first empirical evidence to show 
that novelty can evoke interest in consumption domains but provide support to the 
association between novelty and interest. 
The Paradox between Fluency and Disfluency 
 Fluency is a subjective and metacognitive experience of ease in processing information 
(Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009). Many studies have demonstrated that fluency per se facilitates liking 
and preference. People tend to prefer fluent stimuli that are conceptually primed (Labroo, Dhar, & 
Schwarz, 2008), visually clear (Reber, Winkielman, & Schwarz, 1998; Winkielman & Cacioppo, 
2001), or easy-to-imagine (Mandel, Petrova, & Cialdini, 2006; Petrova & Cialdini, 2005). Simply 
enhancing the background of a display increases perceptual fluency and thus the aesthetical appeal 
of a stimulus (Reber et al., 1998). Winkielman and Cacioppo (2001) also showed that fluent stimuli 
evoke greater zygomatic (smiling) activity than their disfluent counterparts, indicating that fluency 
is inherently positive in affective valence.  
 Not only is fluency hedonically marked, it can also sway people’s preference in many 
judgment and decision making contexts. For instance, statements depicted in an easy-to-font are 
perceived to be truer (e.g., Reber & Schwarz, 1999), more intelligent (e.g., Oppenheimer, 2006), 
and inspire greater confidence (e.g., Alter, Oppenheimer, Epley, & Eyre, 2007) in comparison to the 
same statements but depicted in a difficult-to-read font. Stocks with a fluent company name or 
ticker code always outperform shares with complex and disfluent names in both experimental and 
real-world settings (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2006). Consumers also exhibit less choice deferral when 
the product information is depicted in a clear font (Novemsky, Dhar, Schwarz, & Simonson, 2007). 
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Conceptual fluency may also influence consumer behavior in a similar way. For instance, a beer 
brand is evaluated more positively when it is featured in an advertisement showing a man entering a 
bar (fluent) than a woman in a supermarket (disfluent). Travelers show greater preference toward a 
destination when it is depicted on a vivid advertisement than a less vivid advertisement (Petrova & 
Cialdini, 2005). Thus, fluency is not only positive in affective valence but it also has positive effect 
on consumer behavior across many contexts. 
 Fluency, however, is not always desirable and it is limited by various boundary conditions. 
For instance, the effect of fluency is malleable by one’s interruption. People view easily retrievable 
information to be convincing if it is framed to be a signal of good memory. Conversely, the same 
statement can be perceived to be unconvincing if fluent information is framed as easily obtained 
and worthless information (Briñol, Petty, & Tormala, 2006).  
Furthermore, disfluency can also be desirable for consumers. Consumers perceive a product 
or a service to be instrumentally useful to fulfill a goal when it is described by disfluent texts in 
comparison to fluent texts. People primed to be kinder were more willing to donate to a charity 
when the flyer was in a difficult-to-read font (Labroo & Kim, 2009). Disfluency may also increase 
the uniqueness, purchase intention, and willingness to pay for a special-occasion product or service, 
such as flowers and upscale restaurants (Pocheptsova, Labroo, & Dhar, 2010). A difficult-to-read 
review may enhance the innovativeness of a product (Song & Schwarz, 2009). Professional service 
agents, such as academic or finance advisors, are also evaluated to be more competent when their 
responsibilities are depicted in a difficult-to-read font (Thompson & Ince, 2013).  
 Taken together, a paradox exists in which consumers perceive both fluency and disfluency 
as desirable. The emotion differentiation framework proposed in this chapter offers a potential 
answer to this paradox. Processing ease is highly associated with familiarity. In comparison to 
novel stimuli, familiar stimuli are processed faster (Haber & Hershenson, 1965; Jacoby & Dallas, 
1981). Moreover, people perceive easy-to-read words as more familiar than words that are hard to 
read, regardless of prior experience (Whittlesea, 1993; Whittlesea & Williams, 1998). In fact, most 
recent research has agreed that fluency underlies the mere exposure effect. With repeated exposure, 
stimuli become more familiar, understandable, and easily possessed (for a review, see Fang et al., 
2007; Reber, Schwarz, & Winkielman, 2004). The close relationship between fluency and 
familiarity suggests that the effect of processing ease on consumer judgment is parallel to those 
reported for familiarity. 
 Applying my theoretical approach toward the conflict between familiarity and novelty, 
consumers may like fluency but may be interested in disfluency. Thus, disfluency may be desirable 
in situation where novelty is favored over familiarity. This may reconcile the recent findings on the 
positive effects of disfluency with the findings on the positive effects of fluency. Consumers may 
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perceive complexity and incongruence—dimensions of novelty—to be desirable product attributes 
when considering goal-fulfilling, special-occasion, professional and innovative products. The 
perceived interestingness of a product may also be emphasized in one’s purchasing decision when 
the product is innovation or a gift for a special-occasion. Thus, the differentiation between the 
familiarity-liking and novelty-interest associations may explain why disfluency is desirable even if 
fluency is hedonically marked. To explore this potential explanation, future research is necessary to 
at least demonstrate the association between disfluency and novelty, and empirically test whether 
disfluency may evoke interest.  
 My explanation toward the conflicting findings between fluency and disfluency may prompt 
a substantial reconsideration in the field of advertising. Marketers always aim to design 
advertisements that are easily processed and retrieved by consumers. However, a proceeding 
objective of advertising is to capture consumers’ attention and interest to process the information on 
the advertisement. If disfluency can evoke interest, advertisements should not be designed to evoke 
fluent processing. Instead, they should be designed to initially introduce a disturbance in one’s 
information process to capture attention and later, evoke ease in processing to enhance consumers’ 
liking and evaluative judgment. An example of this strategy is to use a difficult-to-read font for the 
slogan but an easy-to-read font for the product information within the advertisement. On a broader 
level, future research can also examine whether perceptual, linguistic and conceptual disfluency are 
related to advertisement creativity. This may offer unprecedented insight into the tools that generate 
a novel, creative and effective advertisement. I will test my explanation toward the positive effect of 
disfluency in Chapter 4. This provides the first explanation for the positive effect of disfluency on 
consumer behavior that is consistent with the underlying mechanism for the positive effect of 
fluency. 
Consumers as Consistency Seekers and Variety Seekers 
 Another paradoxical finding in marketing and consumer psychology is that consumers tend 
to seek both consistency and variety. Cognitive dissonance has been widely demonstrated in 
consumer research (Cumming & Venkatesan, 1976). A primary tenet of cognitive dissonance 
theory is that people seek consistency in their cognition, actions, and choices to avoid the 
discomfort that is evoked by dissonance (Festinger, 1957). Preference for consistency has also been 
considered as a personality trait or innate tendency that motivates consumers to search and choose 
products that are consistent with their subjective knowledge (Moorman, Diehl, Brinberg, & 
Kidwell, 2004).  
 On the other hand, consumers actively engage in variety seeking and brand switching 
behaviors. For instance, consumers may choose experiences that are less preferred just for the sake 
of variety (Ratner, Kahn, & Kahneman, 1999). Satisfied and loyal customers also seek variety and 
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will defect from familiar brands (Jones & Sasser, 1995). Variety seeking appears to be intrinsically 
rewarding because it can be triggered by an internal state of satiation and a desire for stimulation 
(Kahn, 1995; McAlister & Pessemier, 1982; van Trijp, Hoyer, & Inman, 1996). However, an 
adequate theory to account for the opposing findings on consumers’ consistency seeking and variety 
seeking behavior is missing. 
 I propose that the differentiation between the familiarity-liking and novelty-interest 
associations may provide a potential explanation. Variety is something that is unfamiliar, different, 
and incongruent; thus, it is highly related to the novelty appraisal. On the other hand, consistency 
should result in familiarity. In line with this, Maimaran and Wheeler (2008) demonstrated that 
simply exposing consumers to novel geometric shapes could evoke variety seeking, whereas a 
homogenous array of shapes prompts consistency seeking. Thus, consumers may seek consistency 
for liking while they also seek variety for interest.  
 Following this line of thinking may generate several interesting research questions for future 
research. Firstly, is variety seeking behavior more prominent in the new product market given that 
the function of interest is to motivate humans to learn new information? Secondly, will consumers 
engage in repeated purchase or consistency seeking if the novelty of the product is enhanced by a 
simple change in product design, packaging, or advertisement? Thirdly, can marketing actions 
dictate consumers’ tendency to seek for consistency or variety by simply varying the consumers’ 
coping potential appraisal (i.e., readiness) toward novelty? 
The Paradox between Typicality and Incongruity 
 Another line of consumer research that exhibits paradoxical findings pertains to consumers’ 
responses toward typicality and atypicality. Most research indicates that consumers prefer 
typicality. As exemplified by the beauty-in-averageness effect, humans always perceive an average 
and prototypical faces (i.e., a face morphed together with different faces) to be more attractive 
(Halberstadt, 2006). People also favor typical music (Smith & Melara, 1990), cubist paintings 
(Hekkert & Wieringen, 1990) and furniture (Whitfield, 1983) in comparison to atypical 
counterparts. Other research has replicated this effect on other stimuli such as typical exemplars of 
dogs, wristwatches, birds, and randomly dot patterns (Halberstadt & Rhodes, 2000; Winkielman, 
Halberstadt, Fazendeiro, & Catty, 2006). Furthermore, typicality and unity per se has been found to 
be strong predictors of aesthetic evaluations toward product designs (Veryzer & Hutchinson, 1998). 
This is consistent with the findings that typical dot patterns elicit greater liking and facial muscle 
activity related to positive affect than do atypical dot patterns (Winkielman et al., 2006). 
  Similar to familiarity and liking, this desire for typicality and averageness is reversed in 
certain contexts. An exploratory mindset can prompt people to favor atypical stimuli over typical 
counterparts. People in a sad mood tend to prefer typical or seen exemplars, whereas people in a 
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positive mood favor novel or unseen exemplars (de Vries, Holland, Chenier, Starr, & Winkielman, 
2010). de Vries et al. (2010) observed this preference reversal not only in self-reported liking, but 
also in psychophysiological measures such as the zygomaticus (smiling) response.  
 In fact, consumers tend to exhibit the moderate incongruity effect, whereby they favor 
moderate incongruity (e.g., a funny horror movie) over extreme congruity (e.g., a scary horror 
movie) and extreme incongruity (e.g., a soothing horror movie). In line with this, consumers tend to 
favor product design that are moderately atypical, resulting in an inverted-U shaped relationship 
between typicality and aesthetic evaluations of product design (Blijlevens, Carbon, Mugge, & 
Schoormans, 2012). Furthermore, consumer preference toward moderate incongruity has also been 
observed for brand extensions (e.g., BMW lawnmower, (Maoz & Tybout, 2002), beverage choices 
(e.g., vitamin-fortified coffee; Jhang, Grant, & Campbell, 2012), packaging designs (e.g., soft drink 
in a sport bottle; Campbell & Goodstein, 2001), and even taste (e.g., all-natural taste soft drink; 
Meyers-Levy & Tybout, 1989; Stayman, Alden, & Smith, 1992).  
 These findings highlight the paradox between the tendency for consumers to favor both 
typicality and atypicality or incongruity. Akin to the competition between fluency and disfluency, I 
proposed that the emotion differentiation framework introduced in this chapter might resolve this 
paradox given that typicality shares a close relationship with fluency and familiarity. Typical 
stimuli are processed faster and involve less complex processing when compared with atypical 
stimuli (Checkosky & Whitlock, 1973). Objects written in a difficult-to-read font are also perceived 
to be more atypical and in turn, they are less likely to be considered as a member of a category 
(Oppenheimer & Frank, 2008). Furthermore, people also show a tendency to misjudge typical 
stimuli to be more familiar and common (Solso & McCarthy, 1981; Solso & Raynis, 1979). Since 
typicality is related to fluency and familiarity, it is unsurprising that the competition between 
typicality and incongruity is a reflection of the conflict between the desire for familiarity and the 
desire for novelty. 
 I propose that typicality is desirable for consumers because it evokes liking, whereas 
atypicality is also desirable because it elicits interest. The moderate incongruity effect is therefore 
constituted by the differentiating positive effect of liking and interest on consumers’ evaluative 
processing. The positive response toward atypicality or incongruity should also be accounted for by 
the interactive effect of the novelty appraisal and coping potential appraisal. That is, consumers 
perceive novelty—or atypicality and incongruity in this context—as interesting if coping potential 
or readiness for novelty is high. This is consistent with the findings that increasing consumers’ 
cognitive flexibility may increase their ability to resolve incongruity and lead them to favor extreme 
incongruity (e.g., a vitamin-fortified vodka; Jhang et al., 2012).  
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 Examining consumers’ responses toward typicality and atypicality in light of the emotion 
differentiation framework may not only reconcile the opposing findings in the extant literature but 
also generate novel predictions. Firstly, interest evolutionally drives human to adopt new 
information. Thus, I predict that the moderate incongruity effect is more prominent in consumer 
contexts that promote learning such as the consumptions of professional, new, technological or 
gaming products. Consistent with this prediction, consumers tend to favor an incongruent 
packaging (e.g., wine in a triangle bottle) over a congruent packaging (e.g., wine in a cylindrical 
bottle) in a safe environment such as making a low risk purchase for a causal dinning (vs. a business 
meeting; Campbell & Goodstein, 2001; Peracchio & Tybout, 1996). Secondly, I predict that 
consumers with higher trait curiosity and boredom proneness are predisposed to favor atypicality. 
In line with this prediction, consumers with a higher need for cognition, higher need for change, and 
a non-dogmatic personality are more likely to exhibit the moderate incongruity effect (Meyers-Levy 
& Tybout, 1989). Thirdly, an increase in one’s coping potential appraisal should enhance 
consumers’ responses and interest toward an atypical product. Thus, consumers may favor 
atypicality when sufficient product information is given to explain the atypicality. For instance, 
explaining the designer’s thought process for an atypical fashion design may enhance the evaluative 
judgment of that apparel. Taken together, I propose that the differentiation between the familiarity-
liking and novelty-interest associations is necessary in the understanding of consumer psychology 
and behavior. 
Chapter Summary and Thesis Overview 
 This chapter provides an overview of the theoretical background and relevant literature for 
the research presented in this thesis. Psychology and marketing research has shown that people are 
motivated to approach and favor familiarity and novelty. There is, however, no adequate account of 
these paradoxical findings pertaining to the two seemingly conflicting motivations. People associate 
familiarity and liking (contentment and joy) in a heuristic manner, but research on people’s 
affective motivation toward novelty is not well developed. This thesis provides a possible 
explanation toward the paradox by adopting the emotion differentiation framework that has recently 
emerged in the past decade. 
 In this chapter, I outline that the differentiation of positive affects is important in studying 
the effect of positive affective states on people’s decision-making and information processing. 
Using an appraisal theory perspective, I explain how liking (contentment and joy) and interest are 
two distinct affective constructs. Specifically, liking is evoked by familiarity and serves as an 
approach motivation toward familiarity. Interest, on the other hand, is elicited by novelty and serves 
as an approach motivation toward novelty. Further, I propose that the motivational function and 
appraisal structure of interest provide an adequate account of the boundary conditions of the 
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familiarity-liking relationship. To further demonstrate the potential implication of this thesis, I 
purport that interest and its appraisal structure may provide a useful approach to understand the 
convoluted relationship between product innovativeness and success. I further identify that the 
proposed differentiation between the familiarity-liking association and novelty-interest association 
could serve as a potential account for consumers’ paradoxical motivation toward fluency versus 
disfluency, consistency versus variety, and typicality versus typicality.  
Thesis Research Agenda 
 Unsurprisingly, a thorough review of the familiarity literature showed considerable support 
to the association between familiarity and liking. This relationship seems to reside at the core of 
consumer psychology and behavior yet consumers also appear to favor novelty. Limited research 
has examined people’s affective motivation toward novelty in consumer contexts. The overall aim 
of this thesis is to address this research gap. Using the theoretical background and relevant literature 
discussed in this chapter, I establish three streams of research to explore the relevance of interest to 
our understanding of consumer psychology and behavior toward novelty. Figure 1.1 shows a 
conceptual diagram that details the key theme and purpose of each ensuing Chapter of this thesis. 
Specifically, the goals of this program of research are to: 
1. Explore the implication of interest in new product design literature. Chapter 2 reports 
finding from five experiments demonstrating that consumers’ subjective novelty appraisals 
differ from the design innovativeness of a product (i.e., the objective difference between the 
new and old product design). Furthermore, I show that consumers’ subjective novelty 
appraisals toward new product design can predict consumers’ interest and behavioral 
intentions toward the product. As shown in Figure 1.1, Chapter 2 therefore demonstrates the 
relevance of exploring interest to consumer psychology, specifically in relation to 
consumers’ responses toward new product design. 
2. Demonstrate that interest can be evoked by simple advertising cues. Chapter 3 presents 
findings from two experiments showing that simply including the word “new” in 
advertisements may a novelty appraisal and result in behavioral and psychophysiological 
responses related to interest. Chapter 3 therefore explores the strategies that marketing 
practitioners can use to evoke interest. 
3. Show that the novelty-interest association serves as an explanation of seemingly 
conflicting findings in the extant literature. Specifically, Chapter 4 reports findings from 
four experiments showing that the positive effects of disfluency on consumers’ perceptions 
and behavioral intentions indeed operate through the novelty-interest association. The 
distinction between the familiarity-liking association and the novelty-interest association can 
therefore resolve the paradoxical findings between the positive effects of fluency versus 
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disfluency. Chapter 4 thus demonstrates how interest can serve as an explanation to the 
seemingly contradictory effects of familiarity and novelty in consumer psychology.  
4. To provide and synthesize empirical evidence supporting the novelty-interest 
association. Chapter 5 therefore concludes the thesis by discussing the theoretical and 
practical implications of my program of research, specifically to the field of consumer 
decision-making. It therefore forms a generalized basis for more nuanced theory 
development around interest and its relevance to consumer psychology and behavior. 
 
 
Figure 1.1. Conceptual diagram showing the flow of the thesis as well as the key theme and 
purpose of each chapter. 
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CHAPTER 2: INVESTIGATING A NEGLECTED DIMENSION OF DESIGN NEWNESS—
THE RELEVANCE OF INTEREST AND ITS APPRAISAL 
 
Preface 
 After reviewing the relevance and implications of interest on consumer psychology in 
Chapter 1, the next aim of this thesis is to demonstrate empirically that interest and its appraisals 
play an important role in determining consumer behavior. An implication of the literature reviewed 
in Chapter 1 is that it should be fruitful to apply the appraisal framework of interest to investigate 
consumer responses toward innovations. Product newness and innovation have been predominantly 
conceptualized from the perspective of the firm, whereby a product is new and innovative if it 
entails a marketing or technical advancement or discontinuity (Alexander et al., 2008; Calantone et 
al., 2006; Garcia & Calantone, 2002). This conceptualization assumes that consumers objectively 
assess and appreciate product newness and innovativeness in an identical manner. That is, it ignores 
the difference in the perception and responses toward novelty between consumers and within the 
same consumer across time (see Chapter 1 for a discussion of the concept of novelty). Given that 
emotions stem from consumers’ subjective appraisals but not the objective property of a stimulus, 
this provides an explanation why recent research has acknowledged the lack of understanding of 
consumers’ emotional responses toward innovations (Chaudhuri et al., 2010a; Wood & Moreau, 
2006). 
In the article comprising this chapter, I propose that examining consumers’ newness 
perception from an appraisal perspective may provide insight into consumers’ responses toward 
innovation. Specifically, consumers’ subjective appraisal of a stimulus’s novelty should predict 
their interest and therefore their product evaluation toward innovations. I make this case by 
demonstrating that consumers’ newness perception toward product design is distinct from whether 
the product or the design is objectively ‘new’. I specifically focused on design newness given that 
aesthetic appreciation is a key determinant of consumers’ responses toward product design and 
interest has been shown to enhance aesthetic appreciation (Crilly, Moultrie, & Clarkson, 2004; 
Reimann, Zaichkowsky, Neuhaus, Bender, & Weber, 2010; Silvia, 2010; Silvia & Kashdan, 2009). 
The present research is the first to: (1) make the distinction between deviation of design and 
perceived design newness; (2) demonstrate that consumers’ perception toward a product attribute 
can evoke interest without changing the objective property of the new product; and (3) show that 
perceived design newness but not deviation of design evoke interest, which enhance product 
evaluation and behavioral intention toward the new product featuring the new design. Extending 
from Chapter 1, our findings are the first to provide merit to distinguish perceived design newness 
from deviation of design and show that perceived design newness may evoke interest—an emotion 
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that enhances consumers’ response to product innovation. Please note that product liking measured 
in this research is not an emotional response, but rather, it is an attitudinal response. This 
manuscript reporting this research is currently under review at the Journal of Product Innovation 
Management:  
 Sung, B., Vanman, E. J., & Hartley, N. (under review). Investigating a neglected dimension 
of design newness: The relevance of interest and its appraisal. Journal of Product Innovation 
Management. 
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Introduction and Background 
A product’s appearance is an important determinant of consumers’ cognitive and emotional 
responses that underlies product evaluation and success (Bloch, 1995; Crilly et al., 2004). Despite 
the high failure rate of new product development (Gourville, 2006), recent studies have only begun 
to consider product newness from a design perspective and have found that design newness 
enhances product evaluation (Talke, Salomo, Wieringa, & Lutz, 2009). Yet, limited research has 
empirically examined how design newness results in positive evaluation. Consumers’ emotional 
response is one such explanation that merits investigation (see Radford & Bloch, 2011 for a 
review). A potential reason why emotion has been neglected in the literature is the 
conceptualization of design newness. Design newness has been predominately conceptualized from 
a functional stance, whereby newness is attributed to the design itself or the deviation of design but 
not to consumers’ perception and interpretation of the design (Radford & Bloch, 2011). However, 
emotions arise from a person’s subjective appraisal (Ellsworth & Smith, 1988; Roseman, 1996); 
thus, it is unsurprising that emotional response toward design newness has remained unexplored. 
The present research is the first to examine whether deviation of design is distinct to consumers’ 
perception of design newness and whether perceived design newness may evoke positive emotional 
responses that enhance product evaluation. 
Design newness has been defined as the deviation of the visual appearance and attributes of 
a product (e.g., Apple’s iPhone) in comparison to other members of its category (e.g., smartphones) 
(Talke et al., 2009). Thus, design newness of a product increases as the product shares less visual 
attributes with other products in the same category (Whitfield, 1983). This is consistent with the 
notion that design newness is the inverse of typicality—the degree to which an object is considered 
to fit, resemble and be representative of a product category (Boster, 1988). However, the deviation 
of a product design from other competing products (i.e., design newness) is not necessarily identical 
to consumers’ perception of newness toward a product design (i.e., perceived design newness). That 
is, a new product design may be perceived by a consumer as novel but the same design may not be 
perceived as novel by another consumer or even the same consumer over time. Furthermore, most 
innovations are incremental in nature and therefore may not constitute a significant deviation of 
design when compared to other members of the product category. Thus, the present research 
extends the existing literature on design newness by examining the effect of incremental deviation 
in design on consumer behavior. 
The aim of the present research is to test empirically whether incremental deviation in 
design can be distinct from perceived design newness. Gaining knowledge on this distinction may 
contribute to our theoretical understanding of consumer response to product innovation. 
Furthermore, product design has been widely recognized as an antecedent of consumers’ emotional
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responses that affect their product evaluation (Crilly et al., 2004; Desmet, 2003). However, no 
research has examined consumers’ emotional responses toward design newness of an innovation. 
Previous research has identified that emotion is an important response that can alter consumers’ 
evaluation and adoption intention towards innovations yet this area of research has remained largely 
unexplored (Chaudhuri et al., 2010). Using appraisal theories of emotion as a framework, the 
present research examined whether perceived design newness can evoke emotion that results in 
positive product evaluation. This may provide insights into the emotion underlying the perception 
and evaluation of innovations. Given that firms usually have control over the design of new 
product, understanding how design newness affects consumers’ emotional responses may help to 
increase the success of innovation.   
In the remainder of the paper, we first review relevant research pertaining to the effect of 
design newness on product evaluation and show that the majority of existing studies assume that 
consumers can objectively and accurately determine the newness of a product design. We then 
discuss how perception of design newness may differ between consumers and within consumers 
over time. This shows that perceived design newness is a factor in new product development and 
product design that merit investigation. We use an appraisal theory framework to develop 
hypotheses about how perceived design newness can elicit positive emotion and in turn, enhance 
product evaluation toward incremental innovation. Specially, we propose that perceived design 
newness, but not mere deviation of product design, evoke the emotion of interest and results in 
positive product evaluation toward incremental innovation. These hypotheses were examined in 
five studies using a naturalistic manipulation of incremental design deviation. The paper concludes 
with a discussion of the findings and the implications. Specially, we suggest that examining 
consumers’ perception and interpretation of design newness may offer a more holistic account of 
consumers’ responses toward new product development and design, especially for incremental 
innovation. 
Review of Relevant Literature and Theoretical Framework 
Design Newness 
Design newness has a positive impact on product evaluation and success. Talke et al. (2009) 
defined design newness as the deviation in a product design from the current design state of a 
certain product category. In their study, design newness of automobiles was measured as the 
deviation of a car’s visual proportion, dimension, contour and structure in comparison to other cars 
in the same market segment. Talke et al. (2009) demonstrated that design newness increases sales 
performance and triggers product diffusion after controlling for the effect of technical innovation. 
In line with this, design newness has been found to enhance product evaluation as consumers 
readily associate design newness to technological advancement and performance (Mugge & Dahl, 
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2013; Mugge & Schoormans, 2012a, 2012b). Design newness also increases perceived value, 
product liking, and the intention to purchase technological products (Truong, Klink, Fort Rioche, & 
Athaide, 2013). 
In these prior studies, design newness was manipulated by varying the product design’s 
typicality in comparison to the common design of the respective product categories. That is, a new 
design was a product with a visual appearance that deviated from the typical appearance of the 
products in the same category. For instance, Mugge and Schoormans (2012a, 2012b) used a black 
washing machine (white digital camera) as a new design when compared to the conventional white 
washing machine (black digital camera). In another study by Mugge & Dahl (2013), design 
newness was manipulated by choosing two designs that differed the most on their level of 
prototypicality (e.g., the usual rectangular washing machine vs. a new squircle washing machine). 
Truong et al. (2013) manipulated the design newness of a home-broadcast system with an ordinary 
design and a futuristic design for low and high design newness, respectively. Taken together, most 
prior studies assume that consumers can objectively and accurately perceive a design to be new if it 
deviates from the current, ordinary, and usual design of the product category. However, it is unclear 
how the existing literature and conceptualization of design newness apply to incremental 
innovations whereby deviations of product design are usually minor or not significant. Consumers 
may therefore be unable to objectively determine design newness of incremental innovations. 
In fact, Radford and Bloch (2011) was unable to identify a specific visual attribute that 
constitutes design newness, suggesting that solely attributing newness to the design itself cannot 
adequately account for a product’s design newness. Additional evidence has shown that consumers 
respond differently to design newness. For instance, the positive effect of design newness was 
greater for consumers with higher trait innovativeness and design acumen (Truong et al., 2013), 
suggesting that design newness is evaluated differently by different people. Furthermore, design 
newness enhances perceived performance quality for novice consumers, yet it reduces perceived 
performance quality for expert consumers. Thus, newness arising from deviations in visual 
attributes of a design may not necessarily be identical to consumers’ subjective perception of 
newness. Thus, examining consumers’ perception and interpretation of design newness may offer a 
more holistic account of consumers’ responses toward new product designs, especially for 
incremental innovation. In the next section we review research that provides support to 
conceptualize design newness from a consumer perspective. 
Design Newness from a Consumer Perspective 
Only scant research exists that has focused on the relationship between visual design and 
newness perception, and only two recent studies have discussed design newness from a consumers’ 
perspective. Goode et al. (2012) showed that the product categorization process plays an important 
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role in constructing consumers’ newness perception toward design (i.e., perceived design newness). 
To understand a new product, consumers must categorize it into a mental schema that represents a 
product category. When consumers are uncertain toward the category label assigned to a new 
product, they are more likely to perceive the design and the product to be new. This categorization 
is highly comparative and subjective, given that it is dependent on each consumer’s mental 
representation of product category (Goode et al., 2012). Consistent with this, Radfod and Bloch 
(2011) demonstrated that consumers perceive visual design cues differently and a design is 
perceived to be new only when it deviates from the product category representation in the 
consumer’s own mental schema. For instance, the black washing machine is not new if the 
consumer is aware of Electrolux’s Colour Passion line that offers different color options for various 
home appliances.  
In fact, perceived design newness of a design could be assumed to vary across different 
consumers as well as within the consumer across time. After repeated exposures, for instance, 
consumers should increasingly perceive the design of the black washing machine as not new 
because they will become more certain about its category membership. Thus, attributing design 
newness solely to the design or the deviation of design itself may not account for the variation in 
design newness between and within consumers. Hence, examining design newness from the 
perspective of the consumer may offer a more holistic account of responses between and within 
consumers across time. We therefore propose that subjective newness perception is an important 
dimension of design newness that has not been explored in previous research. Specifically, we 
hypothesize that: 
 
H1: Deviation of design is distinct from consumers’ subjective perception of design newness 
(i.e., perceived design newness).  
 
Given that consumers’ perception of design newness is not simply the degree of deviation of 
a design, it is important to identify what constitutes perceived design newness. In objective terms, 
deviation of design has been considered as an inverse of typicality (Boster, 1988). Thus, perceived 
design newness may simply be a perception of product atypicality. Hekkert et al. (2010), however, 
suggests that consumers perceive newness and atypicality of an innovation differently. In their 
study, both perceived typicality and perceived newness were positively associated with consumers’ 
evaluation. Each independent effect was significant only when the other was held constant or 
controlled for. These findings suggest that an innovation should encompass a balance between 
perceived typicality and newness to enhance positive evaluation. For an innovation to encompass 
both perceived typicality and newness, the two constructs must be different. In fact, Hekkert et al. 
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(2010) reported that the negative correlation between perceived design newness and perceived 
typicality was not high. Thus, the perception of design newness is disparate but related to the 
perception of atypicality.  
 Instead of conceptualizing perceived design newness as perceived atypicality, Goode et al. 
(2012) proposed that design newness perception is the process whereby consumers subjectively 
establish category membership of a product in terms of how unique, different, innovative, creative, 
or novel the consumer perceives the product to be. Such a conceptualization of newness perception 
is consistent with the novelty-complexity appraisal found in appraisal theories of emotions.  An 
appraisal is a person’s subjective interpretation toward a stimulus or an event (Smith & Ellsworth, 
1985; Roseman & Smith, 2001). Novelty-complexity appraisal is a subjective interpretation that a 
stimulus or an event is new, complex, uncertain, contradictory, or unfamiliar (Silvia, 2008a). 
Novelty categorization theory also suggests that a stimulus is subjectively appraised to be novel and 
complex if the person experiences difficulty in the categorization process (Förster et al., 2010). 
Thus, the dimensions of novelty-complexity appraisal fit with the dimensions of perceived design 
newness proposed by Goode et al (2012). Given this, we propose that novelty-complexity appraisal 
is highly associated with perceived design newness. A new design should be appraised by 
consumers as a novel, complex, and surprising change in design that evokes conflict and 
uncertainty in the categorization process. Put simply, a design with high level of perceived design 
newness is one that evokes the consumer’s novelty-complexity appraisal. 
Emotional Responses to Perceived Design Newness  
A popular notion in the literature is that a product design can elicit affective responses that 
influence consumers’ evaluative judgments and behaviors toward the product (Crilly et al., 2004; 
Desmet, 2003). Consistent with this idea, consumers exhibit more positive affective reactions and 
aesthetic evaluations toward products with higher levels of design newness, but what the specific 
affective response is has not been examined (Radford & Bloch, 2011). Appraisal theories of 
emotions propose that all emotions are evoked by a set of cognitive appraisal (Ellsworth & Smith, 
1988; Scherer, 1999; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). Thus, attributing design newness solely to the 
objective deviation of design may not account for consumers’ emotional responses toward design 
newness. However, certain emotional responses should arise if design newness is subjectively 
perceived and appreciated by consumers. No existing research has examined how perceived design 
newness affects product evaluation. Given the strong association between novelty-complexity 
appraisal and perceived design newness, we draw on our understanding of novelty-complexity 
appraisal to explore consumers’ emotional responses towards perceived newness on product 
evaluation.  
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Seminal work by Berlyne (1970, 1974) demonstrated that novelty and complexity may 
evoke positive responses such as interest and exploratory behavior toward the stimulus. 
Correspondingly, research has shown that novelty-complexity appraisal may evoke the emotion of 
interest (Silvia, 2005a, 2005b, 2008a, 2013; Silvia, Henson, & Templin, 2009; Turner & Silvia, 
2006). Furthermore, novelty-complexity appraisal can also predict the experience of interest beyond 
individual differences such as curiosity and openness to experience (Silvia, 2005b, 2008a). These 
findings have been replicated on different stimuli (e.g., visual arts) and measures of interest 
including self report, force choice, and behavior (e.g., viewing duration; see Silvia, 2005b). The 
novelty-complexity appraisal is therefore an antecedent of the emotion of interest, suggesting that 
interest may serve as an emotional response towards perceived design newness. 
Indirect evidence supporting the notion that perceived design newness evokes interest exits 
in the current literature. For instance, atypical packaging design increases attention (Schoormans & 
Robben, 1997), which is a cognitive and behavioral process related to interest (Norman, 2004). 
Furthermore, aesthetic research has considered interest as an emotional response that influences 
aesthetic appreciation (for a review, see Silvia, 2009), and aesthetic appreciation is a key response 
to product design (Crilly et al., 2004; Reimann et al., 2010). The effect of new product designs on 
attention and interest has been also theorized but has not been empirically tested (Hekkert et al., 
2010). Taken together, we propose that interest is an emotional response toward perceived design 
newness. Given this, what is the effect of interest on product evaluation? 
Interest has been considered as a positive emotion that motivates people to approach novelty 
to develop new knowledge, skills and experience (Izard, 2007; Silvia, 2006). Thus, interest evokes 
curiosity-based behaviors, such as approach behavior, exploration, information seeking, and 
learning about novel stimuli (Silvia, 2005a, 2006, 2008b). Interest should therefore motivate 
consumer to approach and favor novel stimuli such as an innovation with high level of design 
newness. In support of this notion, consumers are also more likely to try novel food if they perceive 
the food as interesting (Martins & Pliner, 2005). The consumer’s interest is also a strong predictor 
of viewing duration towards advertisement, positive attitude toward the advertised brand, and 
purchase intention towards the advertised product (Alwitt, 2000, Olney et al., 1991; Stapel, 1994; 
Sung, Vanman, and Hartley, 2015). Furthermore, readers tend to show approach behavior toward 
interesting texts such as spending more time to read and to elaborate (Ainley, Hidi, & Berndorff, 
2002; Schiefele, 1999). Taken together, interest should therefore enhance product evaluation of an 
innovation. 
Aesthetic research provides further evidence for the positive effect of interest on product 
evaluation. Aesthetic appreciation is an indicator of positive evaluation towards a product design 
(Crilly et al., 2004; Reimann et al., 2010). Findings from aesthetic research show that interest is a 
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stronger predictor of aesthetic experience and fascination than other subjective experience such as 
pleasure (Leder, Belke, Oeberst, & Augustin, 2004; Marković, 2012). For instance, an object of 
aesthetic experience can be either pleasant or unpleasant but it must be interesting. The experience 
of interest also enhances aesthetic judgment and the hedonic properties of aesthetic experience 
(Leder et al., 2004). Thus, interest appears to be a common positive response toward various 
essential dimensions of innovation such as novelty and complexity, however it has never been 
examined as a response toward innovation. This is unsurprising given that the study of new product 
development has not paid much attention to emotion (Chaudhuri et al., 2010; Wood & Moreau, 
2006). To this end, we propose that interest plays an important mechanism that underlies the effect 
of perceived design newness on product evaluation. Specially, we hypothesize that: 
 
H2: Consumers’ subjective perceptions of design newness (i.e., perceived design newness) 
but not the actual deviation of design (i.e., design newness) may evoke interest toward a 
product. 
H3: Perceived design newness is associated with positive evaluations toward the product. 
H4: The positive effect of perceived design newness on product evaluation operates through 
(is mediated by) interest. 
 
The Present Research 
Taken together, these four hypotheses highlight the importance of distinguishing between 
deviation of design and perceived design newness, as well as the effects of perceived design 
newness on product evaluations toward incremental innovations. In five studies, we tested our 
hypotheses in the context of the visual design of smartphones and their interface. Smartphones rely 
heavily on a design aesthetic as a point of differentiation from previous generations of the same 
product and from competitor’s products (Cecere, Corrocher, & Battaglia, 2014). Thus, the effect of 
design deviation on the smartphone is representative of the new product development and 
innovation in other product categories. Furthermore, a substantial part of a smartphone’s design 
aesthetic is the graphic user interface. The design of smartphones therefore provides a perfect 
distinction between the design of the product attribute (user interface) and the product (smartphone) 
itself. There is, however, relatively little empirical research on the visual design of user interfaces 
on smartphones (for notable exceptions, see Choi & Lee, 2012). The present research is therefore 
the first to examine whether design deviation and perceived design newness of a user interface 
(product attribute) can affect the evaluation of the smartphone (product). Mugge and Dahl (2013) 
also demonstrated that consumers perceive design newness of radical innovations to be undesirable 
but such a detrimental effect does not affect incremental innovation. A new design of an app icon or 
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user interface is relatively incremental, thus examining the effect of design deviation and perceived 
design newness on app icon design is a pertinent extension of prior research on design newness.  
 Study 1A 
The aim of Study 1A was to test H1 by examining whether deviation of app icon design 
enhances consumers’ newness perception. At the time of this study (June 2013), Apple announced a 
new operating system, iOS 7, featuring a redesign of the graphical user interface including the 
native app icons. However, the operating system was an incremental redesign and it was not 
released to end users at the time the study was conducted. This natural manipulation of incremental 
newness in design therefore allowed us to examine consumers’ responses to the design per se. We 
therefore examined whether the deviation of the app icon design from iOS 6 to iOS 7 affected 
consumers’ perceptions of design newness (perceived design newness) toward the new app icons. 
Method 
 Participants. We recruited 42 users (29 males) of Apple’s iPhone from an online consumer 
panel. All participants resided in the United States and their age ranged from 18 to 62 years (M = 
34.21, SD = 10.97). On average, participants had 1.79 devices (e.g., iPhone and iPad) that ran 
Apple’s iOS 6.0 (SD = .92) at the time of completing this study. All participants reported that they 
had not tried or used Apple’s iOS 7.0, as this was not available for ordinary users at the time of the 
study. 
 Procedure and Design. Participants evaluated the old and new icon design of 21 native 
apps (see Figure 2.1 for examples). On each page, the old icon design and the new icon design of an 
app were depicted side by side and participants reported which icon design (i.e., either the old or the 
new design) looked newer to them in a forced choice task. The side of display (i.e., either left or 
right) for the old and new icon was randomized. Participants also reported how different the two 
icons appeared to them on a scale of 1 (extremely similar) to 7 (extremely different). On each page, 
participants were told that the icon designs were genuinely designed by Apple and were asked to 
base their evaluation on the design of the icon. Participants continued to the next page with the old 
and new design of another app until they completed all 21 apps in random order. 
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Figure 2.1. Side-by-side examples of the old (left) and new (right) design of app icons used in the 
study 
 
Results and Discussion 
Prior research has not accounted for the newness perception of consumers toward product 
design. According to conventional wisdom, the new app icon designs featured in Apple’s iOS 7 
user interface should be evaluated higher in perceived design newness when compared to the old 
design of the same app icons. Challenging this notion, we found that the average proportion of the 
new icons perceived to be newer (M = 0.41, SD = 0.37) was lower than chance, t(41) = -1.55, p = 
.130. Separate binomial analyses were conducted for each of the 21 apps to further explore the 
proportion of consumers who perceived the new design to be newer from chance. The proportion of 
consumers who perceived the new design to be newer was not significantly different from chance 
for all icons. Supporting H1, these findings suggest that an incremental deviation in app icon design 
does not always affect consumers’ perception of design newness toward the new app icon designs. 
Instead, the proportion of consumers who perceived the old design to be newer was significantly 
higher than chance for seven apps: App Store (p = .008), Camera (p = .008), Mail (p = .044), 
Messages (p = .003), Music (p = .044), Phone (p = .001), and Videos (p = .044). Thus, consumers 
sometimes perceived the old icon designs to be higher in perceived design newness than the new 
design. Furthermore, the average perceived difference between the old and new icons had no 
significant relationship with the proportion of new icons that were perceived to be newer, r = -.11, p 
= .477. This suggests that the dimensionality of perceived design newness is not merely the 
subjective perception that a design deviates from an old design. In the subsequent study, we further 
demonstrate the importance in examining consumers’ perception of design newness by showing 
that perceived design newness, but not incremental deviation of design, can evoke consumer 
interest. 
Study 1B 
 Previous research has demonstrated that design newness enhances product success (Talke et 
al., 2009) and showed that consumers exhibit considerable emotional responses toward design 
newness (Radford & Bloch, 2011). However, the underlying mechanism of design newness and the 
specific emotion generated by design newness have remained unexplored. Furthermore, it is unclear 
whether incremental deviation of design constitutes the same positive effect of design newness. 
According to appraisal theory, people’s emotion toward a stimulus is manifested by their subjective 
appraisal (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). The findings from Study 1A show that deviation of design 
does not always result in consumers’ perception of design newness. To further demonstrate the 
importance of differentiating incremental design deviation and perceived design newness, Study 1B 
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examines H2 by exploring whether deviation of design and consumers’ perception of design 
newness elicits the emotion of interest. 
Method 
 Participants. 64 users (37 males) of Apple’s mobile device from an online consumer panel 
participated in Study 2. All participants resided in the United States and their age ranged from 18 to 
61 years (M = 31.39, SD = 9.70). On average, participants had 1.92 devices that ran Apple’s iOS 
6.0 (SD = .98) at the time of completing this study. All participants reported that they had not tried 
or used the Apple iOS 7.0 (again, this was not available for ordinary user at the time of the study). 
 Procedure and Design. Study 1B followed the same procedure as Study 1A, but the forced-
choice task was slightly different. Unlike Study 1A, participants picked the icon design (i.e., either 
old or new) that was considered to be more interesting to them personally. Participants were 
reminded to base their evaluations only on the design of the icons and that the icon designs were 
genuinely designed by Apple. 
Results and Discussion 
  Previous research has shown that deviation in design may evoke affective responses, 
however the specific response has not been identified (Radford & Bloch, 2011). For a consumer to 
experience interest toward a design, the consumer must appraise the design to be novel and 
complex (Silvia, 2006). Supporting H2, the proportion of users who perceived the old icons to be 
more interesting than the new icons was significantly higher than chance, t(63) = -4.42, p < .001. 
The consumers perceived the new icon design of the Camera (p = .001) and Clock app (p = .033) to 
be more interesting than their respective old icon design. However, consumers perceived the old 
design of nine apps to be more interesting than their respective new design: App Store (p = .008), 
Calculator (p < .001), Calendar (p < .001), Camera (p = .001), Compass (p = .033), Notes (p < 
.001), Passbook (p = .033), Phone (p = .033), Safari (p < .001), and Videos (p = .004). These 
findings suggest that consumers do not necessarily perceive new app icon designs to be more 
interesting. In fact, we found that consumers sometimes perceive old app icon designs to be more 
interesting. Furthermore, perceived difference between the old and new icons was not a significant 
predictor of perceived interestingness of the new design, r = -.20, p = .121. This finding is 
consistent with those reported in Study 1A, suggesting that perceived design newness appears to be 
a more complex construct than a simple subjective perception that the new design is different to the 
old design. 
Our findings in Study 1B show that incremental deviation of design may not always 
enhance the perceived interestingness of the app icon design whereas consumers may sometimes 
find the old design to be more interesting. These findings extended the results reported in Study 1A 
by demonstrating that the conceptualizing design newness as the deviation of design may not fully 
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account for consumers’ affective response to design newness. In the subsequent studies, we 
examined whether consumers’ perception of design newness, instead of incremental deviation of 
design, enhances interest and in turn, enhance liking and behavioral intention toward the product. 
Please note that product liking is measured as an attitudinal response in this thesis instead of an 
emotional response. 
Study 2A 
 The aim of Study 2A was to replicate and extend our findings in Study 1A and 1B by testing 
H1 to H4. Specifically, Study 2A examines whether perceived design newness of a smartphone user 
interface (product attribute) can elicit interest that lead to a positive spillover effect on product 
liking (product itself).  
Method 
 Participants. Study 2A included 149 users (89 males) of Apple’s mobile devices from an 
online consumer panel. Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 67 years with a mean of 32.86 years 
(SD = 11.25). On average, participants had 1.75 (SD = 1.00) devices that ran Apple iOS 6.0 and had 
3.25 (SD = 1.67) years of using Apple iOS at the time of this study. One user did not report the 
number of Apple mobile devices that they owned. The new user interface was not available to the 
end users at the time when this study was conducted. 
 Procedure and Design. Study 2A followed the same procedure used in Study 1B but 
participants completed two additional tasks. In addition to the force-choice task whereby 
participants chose the more interesting design (either the old or new design), participant also rated 
how new the old and new icon designs looked to them on a scale of 1 (not very new) to 5 (very 
new). At the end of the study, participants also saw an iPhone with a home screen depicting the new 
icon designs of common iOS apps such as Message, Calendar, Photos, Camera, and Phone (see 
Figure 2.2). Participants indicated their global liking of the iPhone on a scale of 1 (I don’t like it) to 
7 (I like it very much), which was adapted from Landwehr, McGill and Herrmann (2011). 
 
 
Figure 2.2. The image of the iPhone running iOS 7 with the new app icon design used in Study 2A 
as a stimulus. 
35 
 
 
Results and Discussion 
 Replicating the forced-choice findings from Study 1A and 1B, there was no significant 
difference between the self-reported newness ratings for the old designs and the new designs, t(149) 
= 0.77, p = .444. This provides further support to H1, suggesting that incremental deviation of 
design is not always related to consumers’ perception of design newness. Supporting H2 and 
replicating the findings in Study 1B, consumers were more likely to consider the old app icon 
designs to be more interesting than the new designs, p < .001. Consistent with appraisal theory, 
these findings suggest that deviation of design does not evoke interest as all emotions are elicited by 
subjective appraisal but not objective property of a stimulus 
Further support of H2 was found by conducting a regression analysis to explore the 
predictor of the interestingness of the new designs. Three predictors were examined, which were 
perceived newness of the old designs, perceived newness of the new designs, and perceived 
difference between the old and new designs. Supporting H2, perceived design newness of the new 
app icon designs had a significant positive relationship with the interestingness of the new designs, 
b = .163, t = 7.79, p < .001. The perceived newness of the old designs also had a significant 
negative relationship with the perceived interestingness of the new designs, b = -.081, t = -3.97, p < 
.001. This is unsurprising given that perceived newness of the new design and the old design were 
negatively correlated, r = -.358, p < .001. Similar to Study 1B, the perceived difference between the 
old and new app icon designs had no significant relationship with the interestingness of the new 
designs (p = .949). Taken together, these findings show that perceived design newness is related to 
the experience of interest. 
To test H3 and H4, we conducted a mediation regression analysis based on 10,000 
bootstrapping samples to examine whether perceived design newness has an indirect effect on 
consumers’ liking toward the iPhone featuring the new user interface design through interest. Three 
covariates were included in the regression model but no significant covariate was found: (1) 
average perceived difference between the old and new icons (p = .927); (2) number of iOS device 
own by the consumer (p = .393); (3) the consumer’s year of experience with iOS (p = .626). 
Supporting H3, perceived newness significantly enhanced consumers’ liking, b = .289, 95% CI 
[.011, .056]. Supporting H4, the analysis also revealed a significant indirect effect of perceived 
design newness on liking toward the iPhone through the interestingness of the new icon designs, b 
= .151, 95% CI [.021, .305]. Interest partially mediated the positive effect of perceived design 
newness of the new icon designs on liking toward the iPhone and this indirect model accounted for 
more than 37% of variance in liking. That is, perceived design newness of the new icon evoked 
interest and in turn, enhanced consumers’ liking toward an iPhone that feature the new designs 
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regardless of the perceived deviation of the design, number of iOS device owned, and experience 
with iOS. 
Taken together, our findings from Study 1A to 2A provide support that consumers’ 
perception of design newness may provide an account of consumers’ affective response towards 
new design above and beyond the deviation of design. To our knowledge, this is the first study to 
demonstrate that perceived design newness of a user interface (i.e., app icons) may enhance liking 
toward the product itself (i.e., the smartphone) through consumer interest. However, the three 
studies reported thus far examine consumer responses toward app icon design in a joint evaluation 
mode whereby participants simultaneously evaluated the old and new icon design of the same app 
side by side. Previous research has suggested that joint evaluation may increase the sensitivity of 
subjective evaluation or comparison between two alternatives (see Hsee & Zhang, 2010 for a 
discussion). We recognize that consumers in real life only experience either the old or new design 
but not both designs at a given point in time. One may therefore argue that our findings are limited 
to an artificial context where consumers are consciously comparing the old and new designs. We 
propose that this is highly unlikely given that newness perception arises from a mental 
categorization process, in which the new design is evaluated according to the mental schema of 
previous designs (Goode et al., 2012). That is, a design is always new if the consumer is not aware 
of any other previous design.  
To alleviate this unlikely concern, in the subsequent study we replicated Study 2A with a 
separate evaluation paradigm whereby old and new app icons were individually and randomly 
presented. Furthermore, designers and new product development managers sought to optimize 
product design not only to enhance consumers’ evaluative judgment but also to increase consumers’ 
intention to try and purchase a product. Study 2B therefore examines the influence of perceived 
design newness on consumers’ intention to try and purchase intention toward the product that 
features the new design. 
Study 2B 
 Study 2B is an extension to the prior studies conducted thus far by assessing the effect of 
perceived design newness in a separate evaluation paradigm on consumers’ behavioral intention 
toward a product that features the new design. Findings from study 2A support H3 and H4 by 
showing that consumer perception of design newness have a positive indirect effect on consumers’ 
evaluative judgments of the product through interest. As an extension of H4, we hypothesize that 
interest should mediate the positive effect of perceived design newness of the new icon designs on 
consumers’ intention to try and purchase intention towards the iPhone featuring the new design 
(H5). Study 2B therefore test H1 to H5 in a separate evaluation paradigm. 
Method 
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 Participants. 53 first-year students (37 females) were recruited from a metropolitan 
university. Their age ranged from 17 to 42 years, with an average age of 19.19 years (SD = 3.53). 
All participants had not tried or used the iOS 7.0 before this study. They had an average of 2.15 (SD 
= 1.02) devices that ran Apple’s iOS 6.0 at the time of this study. iOS 7 was not available to the end 
users at the time when this study was conducted. 
 Procedure and Design. Study 2B followed the same procedure in Study 2A. However, 
participants in this study evaluated the new and old design of ten common iOS apps individually in 
random order. These apps were App Store, Contacts, Game Centre, Messages, Music, Notes, 
Photos, Phone, Reminders, and Safari. These apps were selected as they were: (1) icons of native 
apps that came with iOS 7; (2) icons of apps that were reported to be most frequently used in the 
studies reported thus far; and (3) icons that appeared on the iPhone stimulus. Participants evaluated 
whether the design of each icon is new and whether the design is interesting on a scale of 1 
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree); adapted from Silvia, 2005b. After that, the old and new 
design of each app icon was then presented in pairs for participants to evaluate the perceived 
difference between the old and new icon. At the end of the study, participants completed the 
product liking scale from Study 2A. They also indicated how likely were they to try and to purchase 
the iPhone on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree); adapted from Herbst, Finkel, 
Allan, and Fitzsimons (2012).  
Results and Discussion 
Our findings in Study 2B replicated extended those reported in Study 1A to 2A on a 
continuous measure of perceived newness and interestingness and in a separate evaluation context. 
Perceived newness did not differ between the old and new app icon designs (p = .128) however the 
old design of the app icons was perceived to be more interesting (M = 4.66, SD = 0.82) than the 
new designs (M = 4.40, SD = 0.78), t(52) = 2.84, p = .006. These findings provide support for H1 
and H2, suggesting that deviation of design does not always result in greater perception of design 
newness and consumer interest.  
As shown in Figure 2.3, the results of three mediation regression analyses with 10,000 
bootstrapping samples showed that perceived design newness had significant positive indirect 
effects on consumers’ liking, intention to try, and purchase intention toward the iPhone through 
interest. These findings are consistent with those reported in Study 2A on product liking and 
provide further support to H2 to H5, suggesting that perceived design newness of a user interface 
has a positive spillover effect on the evaluation and behavioral intention toward the iPhone 
featuring the new user interface.  
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Figure 2.3. The results of the significant indirect effects obtained in Study 2A. Associations 
between variables are depicted in unstandardized regression coefficient.  
Note. * = p < .05, ** = p < .01, and *** = p < .001. 
 
A limitation, however, exists in the current study. Prior research has suggested that people 
may associate a new design with technological advancement (Mugge & Schoormans, 2012a). 
Therefore, our findings thus far may not reflect the effect of design newness per se. However, we 
proposed and showed that interest is one of the underlying mechanisms that mediates the effect of 
perceived design newness on consumers’ product evaluation. Perceived design newness may indeed 
serve as a cue of technological advancement that evokes interest. To explore this cuing effect in 
light of our findings, in Study 3 we examined whether interest underlies the effect of perceived 
design newness above and beyond perceived product innovativeness. Furthermore, our findings 
reported thus far show that the perceived newness of user interface design (product attribute) may 
enhance consumer responses without changing the visual appearance of the smartphone (product) 
itself. To extend these findings into the overall design of a product, in Study 3 we examined the 
effect of perceived design newness of a smartphone’s visual appearance.  
Study 3 
 Extending from Study 2B, this study tested H5 on the visual design of smartphone by 
examining whether perceived design newness of a product has a positive indirect effect on intention 
to try the product through interest. The studies reported thus far have measured perceived design 
newness with a force-choice task (Study 1A) or a single-item scale (Study 2A and 2B) and found 
that perceived design newness evokes interest. Interest is evoked by consumers’ novelty-complexity 
appraisal—the subjective interpretation that a stimulus is novel, different, complex, conflicting, 
surprising and uncertain (Berlyne, 1970; Silvia, 2005b). This is also consistent with the theoretical 
premise of consumers’ perception of design newness proposed in previous research (Goode et al., 
2012). In this study, we therefore measured novelty-complexity appraisal as a proxy of perceived 
39 
 
 
design newness and tested the indirect effects of perceived design newness on intention to try 
through interest (H5).  
To extend our findings reported thus far on consumers with low brand knowledge and 
investigate the sole effect manifested by designs but not the brand, we tested our hypotheses on 
XiaoMi. XiaoMi is a genuine and popular smartphone brand from China that, to date, had not been 
introduced in the United States (where the study was conducted). Participants were given no 
information other than a brief introduction of the smartphone brand and the design of its 
smartphones. Furthermore, previous research in the literature and the studies reported thus far have 
not distinguish the effect of perceived design newness from perceived product innovativeness. 
Product innovativeness is defined as the level of technological and/or marketing discontinuity that 
the product brings (Garcia & Calantone, 2002). Perceived design newness should therefore be 
related but distinct to product innovativeness. Thus, perceived product innovativeness was 
measured and controlled for to further examine the psychological mechanism of the consumers that 
underlies the effect of perceived design newness on product evaluation and behavioral intention.  
Method 
 Participant. For Study 3, we recruited 94 participants (58 males) from an online consumer 
panel. Their ages ranged from 19 to 68 years, with a mean of 32.85 years (SD = 10.66). All 
participants were asked whether they had heard of Xiaomi or the Mi series smartphone before this 
study. Only participants who had not heard of Xiaomi or the Mi series smartphone completed the 
study. 
 Procedure and Design. Participants were introduced to the brand Xiaomi and shown its 
logo. XiaoMi was described as a mobile Internet company in Asia that has become one of the 
leading technology firms valued at over 10 billion US dollars with over 3000 employees. 
Participants were also informed that Xiaomi sold over 7 million mobile devices in 2012 and was 
intending to extend its market to the United States and Europe. At the time of the study, Xiaomi has 
no vendor in the United States and Europe. Participants were then asked to indicate again whether 
they knew Xiaomi before this study. Those who reported that they knew the brand were excluded. 
 After that, participants were informed that their task was to evaluate the design of three 
successive smartphones developed and produced by Xiaomi. In a fixed order, participants evaluated 
Mi-1 (first generation), Mi-2 (second generation), and Mi-3 (third generation). For each generation 
of the smartphone, participants were presented with three photos of the product that were captioned 
with its generation and name. These photos were sourced from XiaoMi’s official website. The last 
photo of each smartphone depicted the front, side, and back of the smartphone (see Figure 2.4).  
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Figure 2.4. Stimuli used in Study 3 for Mi-1, Mi-2, and Mi-3 smartphones. 
  
After viewing the photos, participants proceeded to the next page where the last photo was 
displayed again without any caption and participants evaluated the design of the smartphone. All 
evaluations were made on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Participants 
reported whether they perceived (cognitively appraised) the design to be complex, different, 
familiar (reversed), old (reversed), and typical (reversed). The dimension of novelty-complexity 
appraisal measured by this scale were drawn from Goode et al.’s (2012) conceptualization of 
newness perception and previous research on the psychology of novelty-complexity appraisal 
(Berlyne, 1960; Silvia, 2005b). An exploratory factor analysis confirmed that the four items were 
measuring one underlying construct (see results below) and the five items were averaged to form a 
perceived design newness measure (α = .78). 
 Following from the procedure in Study 2B, participants then reported whether the design of 
the phone is interesting and their intention to try the smartphone when it becomes available. Lastly, 
participants completed a perceived product innovativeness scale adopted from Olshavsky & 
Spreng's (1996) study. The scale asked participants to rate how innovative the smartphone on a 
scale of 1 (minor variation of an existing design) to 7 (completely new design). The same rating 
procedure was repeated for the other two generations of Xiaomi smartphones. No other information 
such as the specifications was given and participants were reminded to base their evaluation only on 
the design itself. 
Results and Discussion 
 For each generation of MiPhone, an exploratory factor analysis with principal extraction 
method and varimax rotation was conducted on the five-item scale for novelty-complexity 
appraisal. The aim of this analysis is not to establish a valid scale but to find preliminary evidence 
for the dimensions of novelty-complexity appraisal that were proposed as a proxy of perceived 
designed newness (see Förster et al., 2010, Goode et al., 2012, Silvia, 2005b & Berlyne, 1960). As 
shown in Table 2, only one factor can be extracted from the five items by interpreting the scree 
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plots and the eigenvalues. Given the exploratory nature of this study, all items loaded meaningfully 
onto the extracted factor with loading higher than .40. These findings provide preliminary support 
that the theoretical dimensionality of novelty-complexity appraisal and perceived design newness 
holds together as one discrete construct. 
 
Table 2.  
Factor loadings obtained for the items measuring the cognitive appraisal of perceived design 
newness in Study 3 
 First Generation Second Generation Third Generation 
New 0.598 0.694 0.440 
Unfamiliar 0.803 0.746 0.477 
Complex 0.591 0.575 0.307 
Atypical 0.820 0.835 0.752 
Different 0.801 0.855 0.752 
Initial Eigenvalue 2.667 2.797 2.729 
 
To test H5, we conducted a regression analysis with 10,000 bootstrapping samples for each 
generation of the MiPhones. Bivariate correlations showed that perceived design newness and 
perceived innovativeness was highly correlated in participants’ evaluation toward all three 
generations, rfirst = .79, p < .001; rsecond = .64, p < .001; and, rthird = .67, p < .001. This suggests that 
perceived design newness and product innovativeness are related. We entered perceived product 
innovativeness as a covariate to control for its effect and perceived innovativeness was a significant 
covariate in all three regression models (p < .03). However, similar results were obtained in the 
regression models with or without the covariate. Controlling for perceived innovativeness, 
perceived design newness of the smartphone significantly and directly enhanced intention to try the 
product for the first and third generations of MiPhone but not for the second generation, bfirst = .362, 
95% CI [.032, .691], bthrid = .104, 95% CI [-.141, 350], and bsecond = -.007, 95% CI [-.287, .272], 
respectively. Across all three generations, perceived design newness has a significant indirect effect 
on intention to try through interest, bfirst = .321, 95% CI [.106, .626], bsecond = .221, 95% CI [.072, 
462], and bthrid = .284, 95% CI [.036, .588], respectively. Controlling for perceived innovativeness, 
interest partially mediated the direct positive effect of perceived design newness on intention to try 
for the first and third generations of MiPhone. 
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These findings replicate those reported in Study 2B and extended them on the design of the 
smartphone itself, providing further support for H5. Perceived design newness of a product can 
evoke interest and, in turn, enhance intention to try the product. On the basis of prior 
conceptualization of newness perception (Goode et al., 2012; Silvia, 2006), we show that five 
separate dimensions of novelty-complexity appraisals in consumers’ product evaluation can form a 
proxy measure of perceived design newness. Taken together, our findings therefore suggest that a 
design that was perceived to be new, unfamiliar, complex, atypical, and different (perceived design 
newness) evoked interest and enhanced intention to try the product. The positive indirect effect of 
perceived design newness on intention to try through interest was also robust after controlling for 
product innovativeness. This suggests that perceived design newness has a unique effect on 
consumers’ behavioral intention through interest that is separate from perceived product 
innovativeness even though the two constructs are strongly associated.  
 Taken together, the findings from these five studies provide strong evidence that deviation 
of design is distinct from consumers’ perception of newness toward the design (i.e., perceived 
design newness). This was replicated with different measures of perceived newness (i.e., forced-
choice and self-report). Furthermore, our findings are the first to show that perceived design 
newness evoke interest and, in turn, enhance consumers’ liking and behavioral intention toward the 
product. That is, interest mediates the positive effect of perceived design newness on product 
evaluation and behavioral intention. These findings were replicated across different level of brand 
knowledge (high vs. low), evaluation modes (joint vs. separate) and on the design of subtle visual 
component of a product as well as the product design itself. Together, our findings reliable evidence 
supporting H1 to H5. 
Implications and Conclusion 
Theoretical Implications 
To date, little research has been conducted on the effects of product design on consumer 
response to innovations (Mugge & Dahl, 2013; Talke et al., 2009). The few studies that have been 
conducted in this area, however, have defined design newness as the deviation of the product’s 
visual design in comparison to other product designs available in the market. However, innovations 
are usually incremental; therefore, the deviation of their design may not be significant. The current 
research therefore extends the existing literature on design newness by exploring the effect of 
incremental design deviation and whether it is distinct to consumers’ subjective perception of 
design newness. The present research also extends the literature by exploring the effect of perceived 
design newness on product evaluation and behavioral intention. 
Across five studies, it is clear that incremental deviation of design does not necessarily 
translate to consumers’ perceptions of design newness. That is, a new design is not always 
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perceived by consumers to be newer. In fact, in some instances, old designs are evaluated to be 
newer (Study 1A, 2A and 2B). Thus, we propose that perception of design newness should be 
differentiated from mere deviation of design. Given this, what constitutes the perception of design 
newness? Goode et al. (2012) suggested that newness perception is determined by the perceived 
innovativeness, uniqueness, difference, creativity and novelty of a product. This is consistent with 
the psychology literature on novelty, which suggests that newness perception is evoked by the 
cognitive appraisal that a stimulus is novel, different, complex, conflicting, surprising, and 
uncertain (Förster et al., 2010). Our findings provide strong evidence that these proposed 
dimensions of novelty-complexity appraisal and newness perception may form a single construct—
perceived design newness. We also show that a design that is perceived to be novel, unfamiliar, 
complex, atypical and different may evoke interest and in turn, increase behavioral intention to try a 
product (Study 3). 
Emotions are elicited by cognitive appraisals or subjective interpretations of a stimulus or an 
event (Ellsworth & Smith, 1988; Smith & Ellsworth, 1985). Consistent with this, newness arises 
from the consumer’s perspective. Our findings show that perceived design newness has a reliable 
indirect effect via interest on consumers’ liking, intention to try, and intention to purchase the 
product (Study 2A and 2B). Encompassing consumer newness perception into design newness may 
indeed account for the affective responses toward design newness. This is in line with the notion 
that an important function of product design is to evoke affective responses (Crilly et al., 2004; 
Desmet, 2003). Prior research has shown that new designs may evoke stronger affective responses 
and aesthetic evaluations than older designs (Radford & Bloch, 2011), but no study has identified 
the specific emotion response associated with design newness. Our findings provide strong support 
that consumers’ perception of design newness—which is not necessarily evoked by deviation of 
design—may elicit interest and in turn, enhance product evaluation and behavioral intention. This 
suggests that the effect of perceived design newness on production evaluation and behavioral 
intention operates through interest—an affect that motivates people to pursue novel information and 
stimuli (Silvia, 2005a, 2005b; Silvia et al., 2009).  
It is important to note that the current findings do not challenge prior research pertaining to 
design newness and its positive effect on product success. Instead, the distinction between 
incremental design deviation and perceived design newness is consistent with the existing 
conceptualization of design newness. The current conceptualization suggests that design newness is 
constituted by significant deviation of design when compared to the typical design within a product 
category. In line with this, my findings show that incremental deviation of design does not evoke a 
perception of design newness. Furthermore, my findings contribute to the existing understanding of 
design newness by showing that consumers’ newness perception (i.e., perceived design newness) is 
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an important but previously unexplored dimension of design newness that underlies consumers’ 
responses toward an innovation, especially incremental innovation. Specifically, the positive effect 
of perceived design newness through interest was demonstrated through different measures of 
consumer responses: liking, intention to try the product, and intention to purchase the product. The 
current research therefore provides merit to further explore consumers’ perception of design 
newness by demonstrating that perceived design newness of product attribute and the product itself 
enhances liking and behavioral intention toward the product. These results suggest that considering 
perceived design newness may provide meaningful insights and a more holistic account of 
consumers’ response toward innovation beyond the examination of simple deviation of design or 
product innovativeness. 
Practical Implications  
Several practical implications for designers can be drawn from our research. The current 
findings provide the first empirical evidence to show that consumers do not necessarily perceive a 
design as new if it deviates from current, conventional, and regular designs. For instance, car 
manufacturers usually update their automotive design every year but naive consumers may not 
necessarily distinguish the newer design from the older design. Controlling for technological 
innovation, consumers may not even perceive the new design to be newer if they are unaware of the 
design of the previous offerings. To generate the perception of design newness, designers must 
establish a point of reference to differentiate their designs. Our studies show that using other 
currently available designs in the market as reference points in generating design newness may not 
be fruitful. Instead, designers should establish a reference point by investigating and understanding 
the average design prototype perceived by consumers in the target market before the design process 
of an innovation. 
Furthermore, our findings suggest that designers and marketers may rely on marketing 
actions to enhance the perceived novelty, unfamiliarity, atypicality, difference, and thus the 
perceived design newness of their designs. For instance, Apple spent millions of dollars in 
developing and advertising the new design of the iOS 7 user interface as a way to differentiate 
iPhone 5s from its predecessor iPhone 5 with an identical appearance. Designers should therefore 
work closely with marketers to generate design newness through aesthetics and the marketing of the 
new design. 
 The current studies also provide new insights for designers and marketers on the dimension 
of design that captures consumers’ attention and interest. Designers typically seek to make 
interesting product designs that are favored by consumers, yet there is limited research in the design 
and innovation literature on the elicitation of interest. Although Desmet (2003) proposed that 
interest is one of the five main emotional responses toward products, no research in the marketing 
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literature has identified antecedents of interest. Consistent with research in psychology and 
aesthetics, we have shown here that consumers’ perceptions of novelty, complexity, unfamiliarity, 
atypicality, and difference evoke interest toward a product. For instance, vintage clothing designs 
are unfamiliar, different and therefore stimulate interest when incorporated in modern fashion 
design. Additionally, promoting products as home-made or locally designed may evoke higher 
novelty and unfamiliarity appraisal thus enhancing the interestingness of the products or the design 
of innovations.  
 Design studies have largely examined and generalized the effect of pleasantness, enjoyment, 
liking and joy on aesthetic and product evaluation. However, each emotion has its specific functions 
and increasingly more research has emphasized the importance to differentiate positive affects and 
their functions on consumers’ evaluation (for a review see, Griskevicius, Shiota, & Nowlis, 2010b). 
Our findings echo this notion by showing that the function of interest is to motivate consumers to 
seek and explore design newness whereas previous research has shown that enjoyment is associated 
with the desire for familiarity (Bornstein, 1989). Future work may therefore explore the distinct 
effects of interest and other positive affective responses such as enjoyment on new and unfamiliar 
designs. 
Future Research and Limitations  
Recent research has demonstrated that consumers heuristically associate the subjective 
interpretation of newness as a desirable product attribute (Sung et al., 2015). Thus, a possible 
alternative explanation to our findings is that people heuristically perceive a desirable product or 
design as new instead of perceiving a new design to be desirable. Although our findings were 
correlational, we can allay this alternative explanation based on the following evidence. First, we 
reran the mediation regression models in Study 2B and 3 with perceived design newness as the 
dependent variable and product liking or behavioral intention as the independent variable. Out of 
the six separate regression models, all direct effects of liking or behavioral intention on perceived 
design newness were not significant. Second, all prior research on the emotion of interest has 
demonstrated that newness perception evokes interest (see Silvia, 2008b for a review) but none has 
shown that liking or behavioral intention evokes interest and some even dissociate interest from 
liking (Turner & Silvia, 2006). Third, participants should not hold any prior preference before our 
studies. This is because all participants had no experience with the presented design and they only 
saw the visual design of the products without any other product information. 
 Another limitation is that our studies did not empirically test for the specific appraisal 
dimensions of perceived design newness. We drew on previous conceptualization in the literature 
and found support for the previously theorized dimensions of newness perception. However, 
identifying what constitutes consumer perception of design newness is beyond the scope of this 
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paper. The main goal of this research was to show that perceived design newness does not 
necessarily stem from actual deviation of design and demonstrate that consumers’ perception of 
new design may contribute to the effect of design newness. In fact, our aim in Study 3 was to 
replicate the effect of perceived design newness on a measure that corresponds to the previously 
theorized dimensions of newness perception. Future research may therefore investigate the specific 
appraisal dimensions of perceived design newness by taking a scale development approach. 
 Furthermore, an interesting avenue of future research is to examine interaction between the 
appraisal dimensions of perceived design newness and individual differences related to the effect of 
design newness. This will better inform designers and marketers on the appropriate market to 
accelerate the diffusion and adoption of new designs or innovations. It may also provide insight into 
the strategy to manage how perception of design newness varies amongst different consumers or 
markets. Prior research has shown that consumers with higher trait innovativeness and design 
acumen tend to favor atypical product designs (Truong et al., 2013). Given this, future research can 
examine whether trait innovativeness and design acumen predispose consumers to perceive new 
design to be newer. If empirical support toward such a proposition is obtained, further work may 
also identify appraisal dimension of perceived design newness by comparing the appraisals of 
consumers that are high and low on these related traits. Given that the visual of a product is usually 
evaluated before its functional element, future work can also extend our findings by examining the 
effect of perceived design newness on the functional element of innovation such as its perceived 
relative advantage, functionality, and quality. 
Chapter Summary 
 Extending from Chapter 1, the research presented in Chapter 2 empirically tested the 
implication of interest and its appraisal to consumers’ responses toward design newness. Our 
findings suggest that the conceptualization of design newness in the extant literature is limited as it 
neglects how consumers differ in their perception and responses toward design newness for 
incremental innovations. Consistent with the appraisal framework adopted in this thesis, the results 
reported in Chapter 2 demonstrate that a new product design is not always perceived by consumers 
to be new. We also show that perceived design newness (novelty appraisal) evoke interest and in 
turn, enhance product evaluation and behavioral intention of an innovation that features the novel 
design. Chapter 2 therefore clearly demonstrates how interest and its appraisal structure may inform 
consumer psychology and marketing research, particularly the new product development and 
product innovation literature. After establishing the relevance and implication of interest, the next 
Chapter examines how we can use simple advertising cues to evoke interest in a consumption 
context. 
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CHAPTER 3: USING ADVERTISING CUES OF NOVELTY TO ELICIT INTEREST 
 
 
Preface 
 In the first two chapters of this thesis, I reviewed (Chapter 1) and demonstrated 
(Chapter 2) the relevance and implication of interest and its appraisal structure on consumer 
psychology and marketing research. The next aim of the thesis is to examine how marketing 
actions such as advertising can evoke the emotion of interest. Accordingly, this chapter 
presents a stream of research that examines the role marketing messages (e.g., 
advertisements) play in inducing subjective perceptions of product novelty and whether they 
affect consumer interest toward an advertisement. The research used behavioral and 
psychophysiological measures to: (1) investigate the effect of advertising cues of novelty on 
consumers’ subjective appraisal of novelty; (2) demonstrate that advertising cues of novelty 
may evoke the emotion of interest; and (3) the effect on interest is distinct to liking and 
arousal. Across two experiments, we demonstrate that simple novelty cues may evoke one’s 
subjective appraisal that something is unfamiliar and not yet understood and generate the 
emotion of interest. This manuscript is currently under review at the journal of Psychology 
and Marketing:  
 Sung, B., Vanman, E. J., & Hartley, N. (under review). Using Advertising Cues Of Novelty 
To Elicit Interest. Psychology and Marketing. 
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Introduction and Background 
 Given the high failure rate of new products, the effective use of marketing 
communications has become an important aspect of new product management. Yet, perform 
an Internet search of “magic marketing words that sell” and the word “new” appears in 
almost all search results. In fact, the use of newness cues (e.g., the word “new”) is a 
common advertising strategy. The unanswered question is this: can merely promoting a 
product as new translate into positive consumer responses? Given this, the current research 
is the first to examine: (1) whether simple novelty cues in advertising affect consumers’ 
subjective perception of newness, regardless of the objective property of the advertised 
product; (2) whether novelty cues in advertising evoke the emotion of interest toward the 
advertisement; and (3) whether the effect on interest is distinct to liking and arousal. In the 
present research, we also developed a novel way to measure the emotion of interest and 
differentiate it from arousal and liking in advertising research by using behavioral and 
physiological assessments. 
 Intuition suggests that new products are perceived to be innovative, exciting, and 
interesting. However, the high failure rate of new products would suggest otherwise. This 
reflects an ambivalent attitude toward product newness. Indeed, product newness has been 
shown to be a poor predictor of market performance (Story, Boso, & Cadogan, 2015; 
Szymanski et al., 2007). It is important to note that most of the existing literature has 
considered product newness as an objective property of a product, instead of an attribute that 
is dependent on the consumer’s perception and interpretation (e.g., Rubera & Kirca, 2012). 
For instance, Garcia and Calantone (2002) reviewed the conceptualization of product 
newness in the existing literature and refined the conceptualization of product newness as a 
discontinuity in marketing and/or technological factors. Although Garcia and Calantone 
proposed that product newness incorporates a “newness to customers” dimension, they 
emphasized that it is a reflective construct whereby newness to customers is only an 
indicator but not a predictor of product newness. Thus, product newness is never dependent 
on the consumer’s viewpoint.  
 Consistent with this notion, various studies (e.g., Rubera & Kirca, 2012; Szymanski 
et al., 2007) reported that almost the entire literature in this area has measured newness 
based solely on the perspective of managerial raters—not from a consumer perspective. In 
the current literature, the concept of perceived newness has therefore been defined as the 
extent to which the product is perceived to be different to an existing product (Moreau, 
Markman, & Lehmann, 2001), offer meaningful benefits (Alexander et al., 2008), or change 
consumption patterns (Olshavsky & Spreng, 1996). This complex conceptualization of 
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perceived newness may differ markedly from the consumer’s appraisal of a product as new. 
Indeed, the effects of subjective newness from the viewpoint of the consumer, has received 
little, if any, research interest. 
  In the next section, we reviewed the relevant literature to show that: (1) novelty is 
distinct from newness; (2) appraisal of novelty can be triggered by simple advertising cues; 
(3) novelty appraisal evokes emotion of interest but not liking; and (4) the psychophysiology 
of interest is different to arousal. This led us to develop relevant research questions and 
hypotheses pertaining to the effect of advertising cue of novelty on consumers’ interest 
toward an advertisement.  
Relevant Theories and Hypothesis Development 
Newness vs. Novelty 
 The focus of this paper is on whether simple novelty cues in advertisements, such as 
the inclusion of the word new, can affect consumers’ interest by changing their subjective 
perception of the product’s newness, regardless of whether the product actually is 
objectively new. The existing research literature on new products has offered new insights 
to the field of marketing. However, its scope is limited to the consumers’ bottom-up 
processing of newness where efforts are concentrated to the search of product attributes that 
guarantee new product success. A major role of marketing communications, on the other 
hand, is to change consumers’ top-down processing of the product, such as subjective 
perceptions and evaluations of brand information.  
 The subjective perception of product newness is highly similar to the novelty 
appraisal process studied in psychology. According to Novelty Categorization Theory 
(Förster et al., 2010), a stimulus or an event is novel if it does not fit with one’s existing 
mental categories. Novelty is therefore a subjective interpretation that a stimulus is 
conflicting with an expectation, is something not previously experienced, or lacks 
familiarity. Novelty, from the perspective of psychology, is simply the consumer’s 
perception or interpretation that a product is new, regardless of its features. Simply 
advertising a product to be new without changing the product’s physical features will inform 
consumers that the product is unexpected and unfamiliar, thus evoking a top-down novelty 
appraisal toward the advertised product. We therefore proposed that: 
 
 H1: An advertising cue of novelty will enhance consumers’ subjective appraisal of 
novelty toward the advertisement and the advertised product. 
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Novelty and Interest 
 Consumers desire novelty—but why? Part of the answer may lie with the human 
tendency to be curious. Litman (2005) suggested that curiosity is an innate trait that 
predisposes humans to seek new and interesting stimuli. Learning new information is 
innately rewarding because it resolves feelings of uncertainty and satisfies the desire of 
newness (Litman 2004; Litman & Silvia, 2010). Thus, curiosity may encourage approach 
and explorative behaviors toward novel stimuli or information. Curiosity is, however, a trait 
that predisposes consumers to seek for novelty. Given that one’s trait is relatively stable, 
advertising cues of novelty should have little effect on curiosity. 
 Interest, on the other hand, is an affective state that has been shown to relate to 
curiosity and learning (see Ainley, 2006 for a review). Interest is an evolutionarily adaptive 
emotion that enables people to develop a broad set of knowledge, skills, and experiences 
(Silvia, 2008). Interest therefore evokes curiosity-based behaviors, such as exploration, 
information seeking, and learning. For instance, readers spend more time reading and 
elaborating on interesting texts (Ainley et al., 2002). People are also more likely to try novel 
food if they perceive the food as interesting (Martins et al. 2005).  
 In advertising, consumers’ interest is a strong predictor of viewing duration and 
purchase intent (Mathur & Chattopadhyay, 1991; Olney et al., 1991; Stapel, 1994). 
Interestingness of an advertisement may also enhance consumers’ attitude toward the 
advertisement and the advertised brand (Alwitt, 2000). However, the antecedent of 
interestingness in advertising has not been thoroughly examined and psychological theories 
pertaining to the emotion of interest have not been previously considered. This is 
unsurprising given that much research has only focused on advertising strategies that evoke 
other positive emotions such as joy and surprise (e.g., Teixeira et al., 2012). 
 Silvia (2005) showed that an individual’s novelty-complexity appraisal is a 
necessary precedent of the emotion of interest. An appraisal is a person’s cognitive 
evaluation and interpretation of an event or a stimulus. Novelty-complexity appraisal is 
therefore consumers’ subjective perception of novelty. In Silvia’s study, people’s novelty-
complexity appraisal predicted their interest (i.e., self reports and viewing duration) toward 
random polygons, visual art, and poetry. Thus, an interesting stimulus such as an interesting 
advertisement must be subjectively appraised or perceived to be novel or complex. 
Consistent with this, visual complexity of advertisements has also been shown to increase 
consumers’ viewing duration however consumers’ perception of complexity was not 
examined (Morrison & Dainoff, 1972). Extending from Silvia’s work (2005), we propose 
that simply adding a novelty cue in an advertisement should increase consumers’ novelty-
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complexity appraisal and in turn, evoke interest toward the advertisement. Accordingly, we 
proposed that: 
 
H2: A novelty cue in an advertisement will evoke the emotion of interest (i.e., 
longer viewing duration) 
 
Interest vs. Liking  
 Positive responses such as liking toward an advertisement has been widely explored 
in the extant literature, thus one may question the importance of studying the emotion of 
interest in advertising. Prior research has suggested that advertisement liking and the arousal 
of pleasure both generate advertisement interestingness. However, research on emotion has 
shown that pleasure and interest are two distinct emotions (Silvia, 2006, 2008). In fact, 
interesting stimuli are not necessarily pleasant. For example, people report higher interest 
toward novel, disturbing paintings when compared with pleasant pictures (Turner & Silvia, 
2006). Disturbing stimuli may therefore stimulate one’s interest despite their negative 
affective valence. This shows that people approach novel stimuli not because of 
pleasantness but because of interestingness. 
 Consistent with this notion are decades of research demonstrating the mere exposure 
effect, whereby people generally prefer familiar and repeatedly presented advertisements in 
comparison to novel advertisements (for a review, see Bornstein, 1989; Fang et al., 2007 & 
Schmidt & Eisend, in press). This effect is robust even if the exposure toward the 
advertisement or the brand information is incidental and unconscious (Baker, 1999; van 
Reijmersdal, Neijen, & Smit, 2007; Ferraro et al., 2009). Furthermore, the repeated exposure 
of an advertisement may reduce consumers’ viewing duration toward the advertisement 
(Pieters, Rosbergen, & Wedel, 1999). In fact, consumers tend to associated familiarity to 
liking in a heuristic manner (see Monin, 2003 for a review). Thus, novelty should not be 
associated with liking or pleasure. In my studies, I therefore aimed to differentiate the effect 
of an advertising cue of novelty on consumers’ interest and liking. 
Interest vs. Arousal from Advertising Creativity 
 In advertising, novelty has been considered as a dimension of advertising creativity 
however the novelty construct has been loosely identified in the creativity literature. Novelty 
in the sense of advertising creativity is content that is atypical and original in comparison to 
other existing advertisements, which must generate arousal (Ang, Lee, & Leong, 2007; 
Sheinin, Varki, & Ashley, 2011; Singh & Churchill, 1987; West et al., 2008). Similar to 
product newness, novelty as a dimension of advertisement creativity is the degree of 
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deviation from the current advertisement from other existing advertisements. This differs 
from our conceptualization of novelty as a simple, subjective appraisal that an advertisement 
is new regardless of any changes to the advertising concept or the attribute of the advertised 
product. Thus, advertising creativity should not constitute the hypothesized effects of simple 
novelty cues on interest. 
 A creative advertisement must also evoke arousal (Ang et al., 2007; West et al. 
2008). Prior research has shown that advertisements that elicit arousal may motivate 
exploratory consumer behaviors such as variety seeking, adoption of innovative product, 
and information search (e.g., Bakalash & Riemer, 2013; McAlister et al., 1982; 
Hirunyawipada & Paswan, 2006; Newell, Henderson, & Wu, 2001). These responses are 
similar to the behavioral responses of interest. Thus, another aim of the current research is to 
eliminate arousal as an alternative explanation of our hypothesized effects. 
 A way to differentiate the hypothesized effects of novelty cue on interest from 
arousal is using psychophysiological measures. Interest is marked by a psychophysiological 
pattern that is distinct to arousal. In the psychophysiological literature, subjective arousal is 
typically accompanied by an increase in heart rate and skin conductance (see Fowles, 1980 
for a review). In contrast, interest is marked by a decrease in heart rate (Langsdorf et al., 
1983; Libby et al., 1973). Heart rate deceleration is also related to sensory intake or 
orienting responses (Graham & Clifton, 1966), which are typically associated with interest. 
The present study is therefore the first to suggest that a novelty cue in an advertisement 
alone may stimulate interest—an emotional state that has distinct physiological responses in 
comparison to the general state of arousal. Given the clear distinction between the 
physiological responses of interest and arousal, we proposed that: 
 
H3: An advertising cue of novelty evokes a decrease of heart rate—an indicator of 
interest. 
 
Study 1 
 In Study 1, we examined whether mere presence of a novelty cue (i.e., the word new) in 
an advertisement may attract greater interest for the advertisement. Viewing duration toward 
an advertisement served as an implicit and behavioral measure of interest (Silvia, 2006). We 
also tested hypothesis 2 by examining whether the novelty cue affected interest but not 
liking toward an advertisement, given that interest and liking are two different affective 
states (Turner & Silvia, 2006). To ensure that participants paid attention to the details of the 
advertisement, a perceptual distractor task was included in this study whereby half of the 
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participants detected the word new and the other half detected the word the on the 
advertisements. The “detect the” condition was designed to distract the participants to 
perceive the word ‘new’ in the advertisement. As an extension of hypothesis 2, we 
hypothesized that: 
 
H2a: When participants are not distracted (i.e., in the “detect new” condition), a 
novelty cue in an advertisement will evoke the emotion of interest (i.e., longer 
viewing duration) 
 
Method 
 Participants. 52 first-year psychology students (17 males) participated in exchange for 
course credit and 49 of them were native English speakers. Their ages ranged from 17 to 28 
years old (M = 18.94, SD = 1.98).  
 Procedure and design. Participants were presented a random sequence of 16 print 
advertisements. To ensure the generalizability of our results, the advertisement stimuli were 
a mixture of goods and services that were either relevant (e.g., Panadol) or irrelevant (e.g., 
Nature Own’s anti-ageing vitamin) to our student sample. The relevant brands were: 
Panadol, Colgate, M&M’s, Cannon printer, Subway, Vodafone, FedEx, and Event Cinema. 
The irrelevant brands were: Vanish’s, MasterFood seasoning, Royale petfood, Nature’s Own 
anti-aging vitamin, Westpac retirement plan, Allianz insurance, Botox Clinic, UnitingCare 
Aging care facility. For each participant, half of the advertisements had their slogan 
modified with the word new, whereas the other half did not (see Figure 3.1). We 
counterbalanced the presentation of the original and the new advertisements between 
participants. Before viewing each advertisement, participants were asked to complete a 
detection task to ensure that they were attending to the slogan. Half of the participants were 
randomly assigned to detect the word “new” and the other half detected “the” on the 
advertisement. This study therefore followed a 2 (novelty: new or original advertisement) by 
2 (detection task: detect new or detect the) mixed design.  
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Figure 3.1. Examples of the Advertisement Stimuli With (right) and Without (left) the Novelty Cue 
Used in Study 1. 
 For each advertisement, participants completed the detection task first. In the 
detection task, a fixation cross appeared in the middle of the screen for two seconds 
followed by the advertisement. The participants were instructed to indicate whether the 
target word (i.e., new or the) was in the advertisement as accurately and as quickly as 
possible. After a response was given, a black background masked the screen for two seconds 
and the same advertisement appeared. This time, the participants were free to view the 
advertisement for as long as they liked. Their viewing duration was recorded in milliseconds 
as a behavioral measure of interest (Silvia, 2005). 
 After viewing each advertisement, participants rated the likability of each 
advertisement on a scale of 0 (not at all) to 7 (very much) for four items; these were the 
extent to which the advertisement was well designed, and to which they liked the color, 
image, and concept of the advertisement (α = .92). We used these four liking scales to 
measure liking and differentiate its effect from the novelty cue on participants’ responses 
toward the advertisement. Participants began the next trial when they were ready. The next 
trial followed the same procedure with a different advertisement until all 16 advertisements 
had been randomly presented. Post-experimental interviews revealed that no one was aware 
of the true aim of the study. 
Results 
 We analyzed liking and viewing duration using 2 (novelty: new vs. original 
advertisement) x 2 (detection condition: detect new vs. detect the) mixed ANOVAs. For 
viewing duration, the main effect of novelty was marginally significant where the novel 
advertisements aided a greater viewing duration than the original advertisements (p = .073, 
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η2 = .06). We also found a significant “novelty x detection” interaction on viewing duration, 
F(1,50) = 4.15, p = .047, η2 = .08. Supporting hypothesis 2 and 2a, the “detect new” 
condition elicited a longer viewing duration for the novel advertisements (M = 9.40s, SD = 
5.88s) in comparison with the original advertisements (M = 8.18s, SD = 5.44s), t’ (51) = 
2.74, p = .009. There was no difference between the original and novel advertisements in the 
detect “the” condition. In addition, the novelty cue had no significant main effect or 
interactive effect on liking (p = .155). 
 Each participant viewed eight relevant and eight irrelevant advertisements. We included 
relevance as an independent variable in our analysis to further explore our findings. In 
comparison to the irrelevant products, relevant products led to longer viewing durations, 
F(1,50) = 17.95, p < .001, η2 = .26. Relevance, however, had no interactive effects, 
suggesting that the significant novelty x detection interaction is robust across both relevant 
and irrelevant products. 
Discussion 
 In this study, we aimed to demonstrate that a simple advertising cue of novelty might 
evoke the emotion of interest. Supporting hypothesis 2 and 2a, we found that simply 
advertising a product to be new attracted greater behavioral interest but not more liking 
toward an advertisement. This was surprising given that the advertisements were identical 
but simply using the word new enhanced viewing duration of an advertisement. 
 Although the direct effect of novelty was marginally significant, we found that 
participants who were fully aware of the cue exhibited greater behavioral interest toward the 
new advertisements. Participants in the detect “the” condition might have been less likely to 
paid full attention to the novelty cue in the new advertisements, thus alleviating the 
enhancement effect of the novelty cue. In line with the distinction between interest and 
liking (Turner & Silvia, 2006), our findings show that the novelty cue only had an effect on 
interest but not liking toward the advertisement. This affirms the dissociation of the novelty 
effect on consumer interest and liking. 
 The mean difference in viewing duration between the new and original advertisements 
may seem trivial (i.e., 1.2 seconds). However, the participants spent on average 8.6 seconds 
on each advertisement. The novelty cue therefore increased the average viewing duration by 
more than 14% for people who were aware of the word new. This suggests that subjective 
novelty, which can be evoked by simple advertising cues, has a meaningful effect on 
consumers’ behavioral interest toward the advertisement. 
 What may be more surprising is that the effect of product novelty occurred for both 
relevant and irrelevant products. As demonstrated in this study, people tend to spend 
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significantly less time viewing irrelevant advertisements than relevant advertisements. 
However, the effect of the novelty cue was robust across both relevant and irrelevant 
advertisements. Thus, the word new appeared to retain consumer interest and attention 
toward an advertisement for an irrelevant product or service that may have otherwise been 
neglected.   
 There are, however, three limitations of this study that warrant further investigation. 
First, to avoid demand bias, participants’ subjective perceptions of novelty were not directly 
measured. In the subsequent study, we replicated our findings on psychophysiological 
measures, which are less prone to demand bias.  Therefore subjective perception of novelty 
was measured in Study 2 to examine hypothesis 1. Second, an alternative explanation of our 
findings is that the detection task induced a priming effect whereby participants in the 
“detect new” condition responded positively toward the novelty cue because they have 
successfully identified the word new. This alternative explanation is highly unlikely given 
that the main effect of the novelty cue was marginally significant across both detection 
conditions. Additionally, most advertisements contained the word “the” but there was no 
significant effect of the detection task alone on viewing duration.   
 Another alternative explanation is arousal. Some research has shown that radically new 
products can stimulate arousal (Kulviwat, Bruner, Kumar, Nasco & Clark, 2007). Thus, our 
findings may not necessarily reflect an effect of novelty cues on behavioral interest, but an 
arousal state stimulated by priming or other cognitive processes. To address these alternative 
explanations, in Study 2 we manipulated the interpretation of the novelty cue and tested 
whether novelty cues in advertisement may evoke physiological responses that are 
associated with interest (hypothesis 4).  
Study 2 
 In Study 2, we examined hypothesis 1 by measuring participants’ subjective 
appraisal toward the novelty of the advertised product. Arousal increases heart rate and skin 
conductance whereas interest decreases heart rate (Fowles 1980; Graham and Clifton 1966). 
Thus, we also tested hypothesis 2 and 3 by measuring consumers’ physiological response 
toward advertising cues of novelty. To allay the fear that the detection task in Study 1 
primed participants to respond positively to the advertising cues of novelty, we manipulated 
consumers’ interpretation of the novelty cue by varying the year in which the advertisements 
were said to be produced. Consequently, informing participants that the advertisement from 
earlier years (e.g., 2007) was predicted to nullify the effect of the word new on participants’ 
subjective appraisal of novelty and interest. As an extension of hypothesis 3, we therefore 
hypothesized that: 
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H3a: When the participant is informed that the advertisement is current (i.e., from 
2013), an advertising cue of novelty evokes a decrease of heart rate—an indicator 
of interest. 
 
Method 
 Participants. Forty first-year psychology students (20 males) participated in exchange 
for course credit. Their ages ranged from 17 to 29 years old (M = 20.12, SD = 3.14).  
 Procedure and design. Participants viewed a random sequence of 12 advertisements that 
were different to those used in Study 1. All advertisements promoted a product relevant to a 
university student sample. These brands were Asus, Nike, Logitech, Panadol, M&M’s, 
McDonald’s, Boost Juice, Event Cinema, Translink public transport, Coles, Officworks, 
FedEx, Wet’n’Wild Water World, Virgin Blue airline, and Vodafone.  For each participant, 
one half of the advertisements were modified to include the word “new” in the slogan, 
whereas the other half did not. We counterbalanced the presentation of the original and the 
new advertisements between participants. Furthermore, participants were told that half of 
the advertisements were from 2007 and the other half were from 2013. We counterbalanced 
the presentation of the original and new advertisements, and randomly presented the 
production year. This study therefore followed a 2 (novelty: new or original advertisement) 
by 2 (year: 2007 or 2013) within-subjects design. 
 For skin conductance, the experimenter cleaned the participant’s palmar surface of the 
medial phalanxes of their index and middle finger. A pair of silver-silver chloride electrodes 
coated was then attached to the cleaned area. For heart rate, disposable electrodes were 
attached above the right clavicle and on the mid-clavicular to axillary line on participants’ 
left rib. A reference electrode for heart rate was attached above participants’ left clavicle. 
Data collection was controlled by the AcqKnowledge software package and a sampling rate 
of 10,000 samples per second was used. 
 To ensure that the participants were paying attention to the advertisements, they 
were ostensibly told that a memory test would be administrated at the end of the study. Each 
trial began with a fixation cross presented on the screen for two seconds, which was then 
followed by the advertisement presented for ten seconds. After that, participants indicated 
the extent to which they understood what was new and unique about the promoted product 
on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much). Before the next trial began, participants received 
a 6 second resting period for their physiology to return to baseline. The next trial followed 
the same procedure with a different advertisement until all twelve advertisements had been 
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presented. Post-experimental interviews revealed that no participants were aware of the true 
aim of the study. 
Results 
  For each advertisement, the number and average amplitude of skin conductance 
response during the 10-second presentation interval were obtained by using the 
AcqKnowledge electrodermal analysis with a threshold of one µmho. An average heart rate 
(beats per second) was also obtained by averaging across each 10-second presentation 
interval. Due to problems with recording, the physiological data from three participants had 
to be excluded therefore only the self-report measures were analyzed for these participants. 
 Supporting hypothesis 1, participants perceived the products in the advertisements 
with the novelty cue (M = 5.09, SD = 1.00) to be newer and more unique than the original 
advertisements (M = 4.63, SD = 1.02), F(1, 39) = 10.88, p < .001, η2 = .22. The year 
manipulation had no significant effect on consumers’ perceived novelty (p = .679). Further, 
the novelty cue and the year manipulation had no effect on the number of skin conductance 
response (p > .300) and the amplitude of skin conductance (p > .195).  
 For heart rate, the novelty cue in the new advertisements (M = 76.00, SD = 9.54) 
evoked a significant cardiac deceleration when compared to the original advertisements (M 
= 77.00, SD = 9.99), F(1, 36) = 7.37, p = .010, η2 = .17. In comparison to the advertisements 
from 2013 (M = 77.10, SD = 9.87), the advertisements from 2007 (M = 75.92, SD = 9.76) 
also significantly decreased participants’ heart rate, F(1, 36) = 5.92, p = .020, η2 = .14. The 
two main effects were qualified by a significant interaction between novelty and year, 
F(1,36) = 5.00, p = .032, η2 = .12. When participants were told that the advertisement was 
from 2013, there was a significant reduction in heart rate after the presentation of the 
advertisements with the novelty cue (M = 76.08, SD = 9.87) when compared to the original 
advertisements (M = 78.11, SD = 10.19), t’(35) = -3.476, p < .001. However, participants’ 
heart rate did not differ between the new and original advertisements that were said to be 
from 2007 (p = .956).  
Discussion 
 The aim of Study 2 was to extend the findings in Study 1 and demonstrate that the 
effect of the novelty cue on consumer interest was genuine by measuring interest with 
robust physiological methods. Addressing the limitations of Study 1, we measured 
participants’ novelty appraisal toward the advertised product with and without the novelty 
cue to examine hypothesis 1. Supporting hypothesis 1, inserting the word new in the 
advertisement led participants to perceive the advertised product to be newer and more 
unique than an identical product promoted in an advertisement without the novelty cue. This 
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suggests that simply advertising a product to be new may evoke the perception of novelty. 
Furthermore, we found psychophysiological support for hypothesis 2 and 4. A simple 
novelty cue in advertisements evokes cardiac deceleration—a physiological response related 
to the emotion of interest (Fowles, 1980; Graham & Clifton, 1966). Thus, a novelty cue in 
an advertisement may enhance novelty appraisal toward the product and, in turn, elicit 
interest. 
 Arousal is characterized by an increase of skin conductance and heart rate. 
Supporting hypothesis 4, the novelty cue did not increase skin conductance or cardiac 
activity. Such a finding allays the concern that our findings in both studies can be explained 
by arousal evoked by the advertisements. Arousal has also been proposed as an underlying 
mechanism for the positive effect of creative advertisements on product evaluation (Ang et 
al., 2007).Our findings therefore demonstrate that the observed effects of the novelty cue are 
distinct from the effect of advertisement creativity.  
 Psychophysiological measures are less prone to demand bias arising from priming, 
hence we manipulated the interpretation of the novelty cue to further demonstrate that the 
observed effects in Study 1 and 2 is accounted for by participants’ novelty appraisal evoked 
by the novelty cue. As expected, the effect of a novelty cue on novelty appraisal was 
nullified when the advertisement was framed as an old advertisement (i.e., from 2007). 
Consistent with this, the advertising cue of novelty only evoked interest or cardiac 
deceleration when the advertisement was said to be from 2013 but not from 2007. These 
findings provide further support to our hypotheses that an advertising novelty cue evoke 
consumers’ novelty appraisals and in turn, elicit the emotion of interest. 
General Discussion and Implications 
 A main objective of marketing communications is to manipulate consumers’ 
subjective interpretation of product or brand information. Thus, we explored whether the 
mere perception of newness (i.e., novelty) evoked by a simple novelty cue in an 
advertisement indeed affects consumer psychological and behavioral response of interest. 
To the best of our knowledge, the current study is the first to suggest a distinction between 
newness and novelty—that is, the difference between objective and subjective newness of 
an advertisement and the advertised product. It is also the first to examine whether a simple 
novelty cue in an advertisement may evoke consumers’ subjective perception of novelty and 
elicits the emotion of interest. Using behavioral and psychophysiological measures, this 
research introduces a novel methodology in studying the emotion of interest and 
differentiating it from liking and arousal in advertising research. Below, we elaborate on 
each of these implications to demonstrate the significance of our findings.  
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 The word “new” is commonly used in marketing communications. This is 
unsurprising given that new products are being developed and released everyday, with more 
than 35 million patent applications filed worldwide in 2012 alone (World Intellectual 
Property Organization, 2014). However, no research has directly explored the effect of the 
word “new” on consumer psychology and behavior of interest. This research therefore 
provides an empirical test of an advertising strategy that has not been explored before. We 
found that simply inserting the word “new” in an advertisement increased consumers’ 
viewing duration and psychophysiological responses related to the emotion of interest even 
when the advertising concept and product attributes were held constant.  
 Furthermore, the current research draws a distinction between objective newness and 
subjective perception of newness. Prior research suggests that consumers hold a dualistic 
attitude toward new and innovative products (Story et al., 2015; van Trijp & van Kleef, 
2008). However, much of that research confounds subjective perceptions of newness with 
objective product newness that arises from marketing or technological discontinuity (e.g., 
Rubera & Kirca, 2012). Here, we termed subjective newness as a consumers’ subjective 
appraisal that can be evoked by advertising cues of novelty. Across two studies, we 
demonstrated that an advertising novelty cue could enhance consumers’ perception of 
newness toward the advertised product without changing the functionality and attribute of 
the product. In turn, consumers tend to exhibit the emotion of interest toward advertisements 
containing novelty cues. Our findings therefore show that advertising actions are a viable 
way to evoke consumers’ perception of newness toward a product. Marketers should use 
advertising cues to prompt consumers’ novelty appraisal and facilitate the promotion of the 
newness and innovativeness of the product when marketing new products. 
 In the present research, we also developed a novel methodology to measure interest by 
assessing consumers’ behavioral and physiological responses. This also allowed us to 
eliminate potential explanations to our findings and demonstrate the importance of 
examining the emotion of interest as a response distinct to liking and arousal in advertising 
research. In Study 1, the novelty cue enhanced behavioral interest (i.e., viewing duration) 
but not liking toward the advertisement. This is consistent with the notion that interest and 
pleasure (i.e., liking) are two distinct affective states (Turner & Silvia, 2006). In Study 2, we 
empirically demonstrated that the novelty cue did not stimulate arousal (i.e., cardiac 
acceleration and skin conductance) but evoked cardiac deceleration—a physiological 
response related to interest—only when the advertisement was said to be produced in the 
current year. Thus, our findings that advertising novelty cues evoke interest are consistent 
with both behavioral and psychophysiological measures of interest. More importantly, the 
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current research demonstrates that interest is a unique response toward advertisement when 
compared to liking and arousal. 
 Much recent research has neglected interest and focused on advertising strategy that 
evokes arousal and positive emotions such as joy and surprise (e.g., Schmidt and Eisend, in 
press). By differentiating interest from liking and arousal, the current research suggests that 
interest is another important consumers’ response toward advertisement and greater research 
effort is necessary to understand such an emotion in advertising research. The 
interestingness of an advertisement is strongly associated with greater viewing duration, 
purchase intent and favorable attitude toward the advertisement (Alwitt, 2000; Olney et al., 
1991; Mathur & Chattopadhyay, 1991; Stapel, 1994). However, no existing research has 
identified advertising actions that enhance interestingness of advertisements. Our research is 
the first to extend the theoretical literature on interest in psychology to the field of marketing 
by showing that simple advertising novelty cues may enhance consumers’ novelty appraisal 
and in turn, the interestingness of advertisements. This is of significance given that our 
findings suggests that advertising cues of novelty can evoke interest without changing the 
advertising concept or the attribute of the product. In fact, we found that simply adding the 
word “new” into an advertisement increased viewing duration by 14%.   
 This also prompts a reassessment with regard to the use of promotional strategies and 
predictions in consumer psychology that are based on perceptions of familiarity. For 
instance, sponsorship marketing is largely based on the exposure of brand information (van 
Reijmersdal et al., 2007). Although the wear out effect in the advertising literature suggests 
that consumers may experience satiation after excessive exposure (see Schmidt and Eisend, 
in press for a review), no research has examined whether excessive exposure reduces 
consumers’ novelty appraisal and therefore interest toward the advertisement. Future 
research can therefore examine whether curiosity and the emotion of interest may generate 
more favorable consumer responses toward low exposure advertisements.  
Limitations and Future Direction 
 Conclusions based on the current research are not without their limitations. For 
example, falsely claiming a product to be new is unethical and inappropriate in practice, and 
it may easily attract customer backlash. Further studies are therefore necessary to explore 
other techniques that increase one’s subjective appraisal of novelty. A possible avenue is to 
generate novelty appraisal through the manipulation of perceptual fluency. Fluency or the 
ease to process information is strongly related to the perception of familiarity (see Alter & 
Oppenheimer, 2009 for a review). Therefore, simply using a less easy-to-read font in 
advertisements should induce disfluency and the perception of novelty. Future research may 
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explore this proposition and investigate whether hard-to-read font may induce novelty 
appraisal and the emotion of interest. 
  The current findings are further limited to the effect of novelty cue on consumers’ 
interest toward the advertisement and our research did not investigate how advertising 
novelty cues affect consumers’ evaluation toward the advertised product. Extending from 
our findings, future research may therefore examine the effect of novelty cues on 
advertisement recognition and recall, brand judgment, product evaluation and purchase 
intent. Prior research has shown that small attentional effects in advertisements may 
translate into higher recall and favorable attitude toward the advertised brand and product 
(Pieters et al., 2002; Wedel & Pieters, 2000). The emotion of interest also motivates 
explorative and novelty seeking behavior (Hidi, 2001; Silvia, 2006). We therefore predict 
that the effect of novelty cues on interest may have a downstream effect toward consumers’ 
evaluations of the advertised brand or product. 
 Extending from this, future research may also explore the role of interest in 
advertising creativity. The positive effect of advertising creativity on recall and recognition 
is driven by arousal (Ang & Low, 2000; Ang et al., 2007; West et al., 2008), however no 
research has used psychophysiological methods to empirically test this. Future research may 
therefore examine whether advertising creativity or at least the novelty dimension of 
creativity can be triggered by simple novelty cues, and whether this ultimately leads to 
customer interest—an affective state that is distinct from arousal. 
 Firms are spending billions of dollars annually to develop new products, yet little 
effort has been made to understand how advertising can manipulate consumers’ subjective 
perceptions of novelty and its effect on consumers’ response toward new products. The 
novelty cue effect reported in this paper should motivate researchers and practitioners to 
consider a consumer-oriented approach when exploring marketing constructs that are 
conventionally defined from a firm perspective (e.g., product newness). Our findings not 
only demonstrate the power of subjective appraisal and novelty on consumer psychology 
and behavior, but also the capability of marketing communications in manipulating these 
variables with simple advertising cues to market new products more effectively. 
Chapter Summary 
 After reviewing (in Chapter 1) and demonstrating (in Chapter 2) the implications of 
interest and its appraisal structures to consumer psychology and behavior, Chapter 3 
empirically examine marketing actions that evoke interest. Specifically, findings reported in 
this Chapter show that simple advertising cue of novelty such as the word “new” can evoke 
interest, as measured by consumers’ behviour and psychophysiology. Furthermore, we show 
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that the elicitation effect of the novelty cue on interest is distinct from arousal and is 
nullified by consumers’ subjective interpretation that the advertisement is not new (i.e., from 
earlier years). This is in line with the appraisal structure of interest reviewed in Chapter 1, in 
which interest is evoked by the subjective appraisal that a stimulus is novel. Taken together, 
the findings reported in Chapter 3 show how marketing actions can evoke interest and 
provide further support to the association between novelty appraisal and interest. In Chapter 
4, I will extend this research by exploring whether the strong association between novelty 
and interest can serve as a mechanism that underlies the positive effect of disfluency—a 
theoretical construct related to novelty. The next Chapter also serves as the first preliminary 
step to examine whether the differentiation between interest and liking can resolve the 
paradoxical findings of the positive effects of fluency and disfluency discussed in Chapter 1.
 
 
CHAPTER 4: REVISITING (DIS)FLUENCY: METACOGNITIVE DIFFICULTY AS AN 
INTERESTING NOVELTY CUE 
  
Preface 
 The research presented in Chapters 2 and 3 showed that consumers’ subjective 
appraisals toward the novelty of a stimulus are associated with, and can elicit interest, 
respectively. Chapter 3 even demonstrated that novelty can evoke behavioral and 
psychophysiological responses to interest. In this chapter, I expand the association between 
novelty and interest to consumers’ experience of metacognitive difficulty or disfluency. 
Previous research has shown that disfluency is closely related to novelty and similarity, 
fluency is related to a false sense of familiarity (Whittlesea, 1993; Whittlesea & Williams, 
1998). Both fluency and disfluency appears to have a positive effect on consumers’ product 
evaluation and product preference (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009; Alter, 2013). However, 
fluency and disfluency are theoretically, perceptually, and semantically the opposite of each 
other. Consumers therefore appear to behave paradoxically in response to fluency and 
disfluency. In Chapter 1, I proposed that the conflicting positive effects of fluency and 
disfluency can be accounted for by the distinction between the familiarity-liking association 
and the novelty-interest association. This is consistent to recent research that has 
acknowledged the importance in differentiating different positive emotions (Griskevicius et 
al., 2010a; Sung & Yih, 2015; Yih et al., 2015). 
 The aim of the research presented in this chapter is to examine whether disfluency 
can serve as a cue of novelty that elicit interest and in turn, enhance product evaluation. 
Across four experiments, it is demonstrated that perceptual disfluency in an advertisement 
indirectly enhances consumers’ intention to try the advertised product by eliciting: (1) 
novelty-complexity appraisal, (2) interest, and (3) the perception of product innovativeness. 
This indirect effect of disfluency is mitigated by the presence of salient novelty cues and 
high product knowledge, providing further support for the hypothesized disfluency-novelty-
interest relationship. Taken together, these findings provide the first preliminary support to 
my proposition that the seemingly conflicting positive effects of fluency and disfluency can 
be explained by the differentiation of liking and interest, respectively. These findings also 
advance the understanding of metacognitive experience in consumer contexts. Specifically, 
it is the first to (1) investigate the effect of perceptual disfluency in advertisements; (2) 
provide support for an account of the positive effect of disfluency that is coherent with the 
seemingly opposite effect of fluency; (3) examine whether this explanation accounts for the 
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positive effects of disfluency reported in the extant literature; and (4) explore how the 
presence of salient novelty cues and product knowledge moderate the disfluency effect. This 
manuscript is currently under review at the Journal of Consumer Research:  
 Sung, B., Hartley, N., & Vanman, E. J. (under review). Revisiting (dis)fluency: 
Metacognitive difficulty as an interesting novelty cue. Submitted for review at Journal of Consumer 
Research. 
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Introduction and Background 
 Easy-to-read fonts in advertisements enhance processing fluency—the subjective experience 
of ease in possessing information (e.g., Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009). Such metacognition of 
fluency can in turn, increase the perceived believability (e.g., Reber & Schwarz, 1999), accuracy 
(Schwartz & Metcalfe, 1992), value (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2006), liking (Reber, Winkielman, & 
Schwarz, 1998), and even preference (Cho & Schwarz, 2010) towards an advertised product. In 
contrast, recent research has shown that disfluency can be desirable. Disfluency may enhance the 
perceived instrumentality of goal fulfilling objects (Labroo & Kim, 2009), the competence of 
professional services (Thompson & Ince, 2013), the uniqueness of special-occasion products 
(Pocheptsova et al., 2010). This is surprising given that fluency and disfluency are operationalized 
on a continuous continuum. The present research is the first to examine a mechanism underlying the 
positive effects of disfluency that accounts for previous findings (Alter, 2013).  
 To explore a consistent explanation for the positive effects of disfluency, the next section 
reviews research which shows that fluency (in contrast to disfluency) evokes a sense of familiarity 
and, in turn, increases liking. Drawing from the psychology and marketing literature, we develop 
the hypotheses that disfluency can: (1) increase consumers’ novelty-complexity appraisal, (2) evoke 
the emotion of interest, and (3) enhance consumers’ evaluation and behavioral intention toward a 
product. We conducted four studies to examine whether disfluency, evoked by a font manipulation 
in advertisements, has an indirect effect on intention to try the advertised product through novelty-
complexity appraisal, interest, and perceived innovativeness.  
Relevant Theories and Hypotheses Development 
The Positive Effect of Fluency 
 Consumers respond positively toward fluency or the ease to process information (Alter & 
Oppenheimer, 2009; Westerman, Lanska, & Olds, 2014). For instance, they rely more heavily on a 
product review displayed in an easy-to-read font than a difficult-to-read font (Shah & Oppenheimer, 
2007) and perceive food chemicals with easily pronounced food names to be less risky (Song & 
Schwarz, 2009). Furthermore, stocks with a fluent company name or ticker code always outperform 
shares with complex names in both experimental and real-world settings (Alter & Oppenheimer, 
2006). Further, consumers are also more likely to engage in an activity and change their behavior 
after reading instructions in a clear than an unclear font (Song & Schwarz, 2008).  
 Other manipulations of fluency, such as the ease to retrieve information and carry out 
imagery, can also produce desirable effects on consumer evaluations (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009). 
For instance, travelers prefer destinations that they can fluently imagine after viewing an 
advertisement (Petrova & Cialdini, 2005). Other research has shown that consumers are more 
inclined to purchase a bottle of wine with a frog displayed on its label after being semantically 
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primed with the word “frog” (Labroo et al., 2008). Thus, the metacognitive experience of 
processing ease has a profound effect on consumers’ evaluative judgment. Numerous studies 
support the notion that consumers favor fluency over disfluency, but why? 
 Consumers appear to favor fluency partly because they misattribute it to a feeling of 
familiarity (Jacoby, Woloshyn, & Kelley, 1989; Schwarz, 2004; Westerman et al., 2014). In turn, 
consumers hedonically like things that are familiar to them (Monin, 2003; Ward et al., 2014). For 
example, people perceive fluent words as more familiar than words that are disfluent (Reber & 
Zupanek, 2002; Whittlesea, 1993; Westerman et al., 2014). Moreover, non-famous or unfamiliar 
celebrity names are perceived to be more familiar and even more famous when ease of processing is 
enhanced (Jacoby et al., 1989).  
 Consumers not only perceive fluency as a cue of familiarity but they also tend to associate 
familiarity and liking in a heuristic manner. Familiarity can increase consumers’ liking toward a 
brand (Laroche et al., 1996), a product (Park & Lessig, 1981), innovations (Rogers, 2003), 
advertisements (Pieters et al., 2002), and a spokesperson (Weisbuch & Mackie, 2009). The warm 
glow heuristic also shows that the strong relationship between familiarity and liking is bidirectional 
and imprinted in consumers’ psychological processes. For instance, beautiful faces, positive words, 
and persuasive claims are judged to be more familiar than less preferred counterparts, regardless of 
prior exposures (Monin, 2003).  
 The mere exposure effect is a clear demonstration of the hedonic effect pertaining to the 
association between fluency and familiarity. According to the mere exposure effect, any stimulus is 
more liked and preferred after repeated exposure (Bornstein, 1989; Fang et al., 2007; Gillebaart et 
al., 2012; Zajonc, 1968). For instance, merely seeing a stranger carrying a branded item (e.g., a 
plastic bag displaying a logo) can enhance consumers’ liking, preference and choice toward the 
exposed brand even if the exposure is unconscious (Ferraro et al., 2009). With repeated exposure, 
stimuli become more familiar and easily processed. Thus, repeated exposures without any reward 
toward a stimulus enhance consumers’ positive affect and liking toward the stimulus (Harmon-
Jones & Sigelman, 2001; Gillebaart et al., 2012). The strong association between fluency and 
familiarity suggests that consumers readily misattribute fluency to a false sense of familiarity and in 
turn enhances consumers’ liking and evaluation.  
The Positive Effect of Disfluency 
 In contrast to the notion that metacognitive difficulty or disfluency reduces liking of stimuli, 
disfluency—the opposite of fluency—can be desirable for consumer. For instance, consumers with 
low need for cognition may judge a smart phone to be more innovative when it is depicted in a 
disfluent product review than a fluent product review (Cho & Schwarz, 2006). Disfluency also 
increases consumers’ perceptions of information security (Park, Herr, & Kim, in press) and the 
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perceived value of a product (Labroo & Kim, 2009). Furthermore, consumers perceive a special-
occasion product or service (e.g., an upscale restaurant) to be more exclusive when the product 
information is displayed in a difficult-to-read font than an easy-to-read font (Pocheptsova et al., 
2010). Experience of disfluency also increases the perceived competence and thus the expected 
value of service agents such as an academic or a financial advisor (Thompson & Ince, 2013). 
Although prior research has demonstrated that consumers sometimes favor disfluency over fluency, 
a consistent explanation has yet to be offered for the positive effects of disfluency. Below, we 
propose that disfluency evokes consumers’ novelty-complexity appraisal, elicits interest, and 
increases perceived innovativeness. Ultimately, it enhances intention to try the product. 
The Emotion of Interest 
 Given the strong association between fluency and familiarity, we propose that disfluency 
may serve as a signal of novelty. Because fluency is associated with familiarity, a novel stimulus or 
product should be more disfluent and vice versa. Our proposition is consistent with novelty 
categorization theory, which proposes that a stimulus is novel if a consumer experiences processing 
difficulty and fails to cognitively categorize it into their existing memory schema (Förster et al., 
2010). In fact, consumers perceive a new product to be innovative when they are unable to fit it in 
the exiting product schemas (Moreau et al., 2001). Oppenheimer and Frank (2007) demonstrated 
that consumers were less likely to categorize disfluent objects to a cognitive category. Thus, novelty 
is experienced as processing difficulty or at least effortful processing, suggesting that consumers 
may readily misattribute disfluency to the perceived novelty of a stimulus. 
 Fluency may lead to liking (Fang et al., 2007; Forster, Leder, & Ansorge, 2013; Harmon-
Jones & Allen, 2001), yet research on disfluency (e.g., Thompson and Ince, 2013) has not proposed 
that some emotion is elicited that motivates consumers to approach or favor disfluency. We posit 
that disfluency may increase perceived novelty and in turn evoke interest. Interest is an 
evolutionarily adaptive emotion that motivate people to approach new information and experiences 
(Izard, 2007). For instance, interest motivates people to spend greater time reading texts (Hidi, 
2001) and viewing advertisements (Sung et al., 2015). Consumers are also more willing to try a 
novel food item if it is perceived to be interesting (Martins & Pliner, 2005).  
 People only experience the emotion of interest toward a stimulus if they subjectively 
appraise or interpret that stimulus as novel (Silvia, 2005, 2013). According to appraisal theories, 
emotions are elicited by a person’s subjective interpretation of a stimulus or an event (Ellsworth & 
Smith, 1988; Lazarus, 1991). Novelty-complexity appraisal is the interpretation that something as 
new, unfamiliar, unique, complex or not yet understood (Silvia, 2005, 2006, 2008a). One’s novelty-
complexity appraisal predicts interest regardless of whether novelty-complexity appraisal is 
measured, manipulated, or predisposed by personality (Silvia, 2005, 2008a; Sung et al., 2015). 
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Thus, we propose that the association between disfluency may serve as a cue that elicits novelty-
complexity appraisal and interest. 
  To the best of our knowledge, there is no research that has examined the effect of 
disfluency on the novelty-complexity appraisal. Song & Schwarz (2009) showed that disfluency 
may lead consumers to see a product as newer. However, the association between disfluency and 
other components of a novelty-complexity appraisal such as uniqueness and complexity has 
remained unexplored. We therefore hypothesize that: 
 
 H1: Perceptual disfluency enhances consumers’ novelty-complexity appraisals (i.e., 
perceived newness, complexity, uniqueness, and unfamiliarity) toward a product. 
 
 The novelty-complexity appraisal also draws a clear distinction between interest and liking. 
People show interest toward novel stimuli, yet they show liking toward familiar stimuli (Silvia, 
2005, 2006; Turner & Silvia, 2006). Furthermore, interesting stimuli are not always pleasant. For 
instance, novel and disturbing paintings may generate higher interest but not liking when compared 
to pleasant paintings (Turner & Silvia, 2006). In fact, Turner and Silvia’s (2006) findings show that 
novelty-complexity appraisal is positively associated with interest but negatively associated with 
liking. Thus, interest motivates consumers to approach novel products, whereas liking motivates 
them to approach familiar products. Sung and Yih (2015) also differentiated the effect of interest on 
attentional processes from other positive affective states. Given this, fluency may act as a cue of 
familiarity to evoke liking, whereas disfluency may serve as a cue of novelty to evoke interest. This 
provides a possible explanation as to the conflicting findings between the positive effect of 
disfluency and fluency in the existing literature. We therefore hypothesize that: 
 
 H2: The novelty-complexity appraisal evoked by perceptual disfluency elicits the emotion 
of interest. 
 
 The hypothesized effect of disfluency on novelty and interest should also serve as an 
underlying mechanism for the positive effect of disfluency found in recent studies. Earlier research 
found that disfluency may evoke a positive product evaluation for special-occasion (Pocheptsova et 
al., 2010), professional (Thompson & Ince, 2013), and innovative (Cho & Schwarz, 2006) products. 
Given our hypotheses, we propose that disfluency may lead consumers to perceive: (1) a special-
occasion product to be more unique; (2) the task completed by a professional to be more complex 
and thus the professional to be more competent; as well as (3) an innovation to be more novel and 
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unfamiliar. These, in turn, evoke the emotion of interest, resulting in a more positive evaluation 
toward the product.  
 In fact, indirect support for these propositions can be drawn from the original studies 
whereby novelty-complexity appraisal—that is the perception that something is new, complex, 
unique or not yet understood—appears to play an important role in mediating the positive effects of 
disfluency. Pocheptsova et al. (2010) found that the positive effect of disfluency is mitigated when 
the product is not framed as a unique or exclusive product. Thompson and Ince (2013) showed that 
perceived effort mediates the positive effect of disfluency on expected service value. Cho and 
Schwarz (2006) demonstrated disfluency not only enhances behavioral intention toward the product 
but also the product’s perceived newness. These findings suggest that the positive effect of 
disfluency may operate through one’s novelty-complexity appraisal. 
 Cho and Schwarz (2006) demonstrated a positive effect of disfluency on consumers’ 
perceived innovativeness and preference toward technological products. However, their research 
was limited in three aspects. First, product innovativeness was measured using a one-item scale; 
however, product innovativeness is a multidimensional constructs that is most commonly 
conceptualized as the perceived relative advantage and perceived change in behavior that the 
innovation entails (Alexander et al., 2008; Olshavsky & Spreng, 1996). Second, their findings did 
not directly examine whether the effect of disfluency on preference operates through perceived 
innovativeness. Third, the positive effect of disfluency was only found for consumers with low need 
for cognition but not consumers with high need for cognition. To test our proposition, the current 
research extends Cho and Schwarz’s (2006) study by examining whether disfluency may indeed 
have an indirect effect on perceived innovativeness of a product through novelty and interest. We 
hypothesize that: 
 
 H3: Disfluency has a positive indirect effect on perceived innovativeness through novelty 
and interest. 
 H4: Disfluency has a positive indirect effect on intention to try the product through novelty 
and interest. 
 
Discounting Fluency Cue 
 Despite the strong association between fluency and liking, consumers do not blindly use 
fluency and disfluency as cues to inform their judgment (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009). According 
to research on intuitive judgment, consumers actively monitor and correct their judgment when they 
detect the use of heuristics (for a review, see Morewedge & Kahneman, 2010). In line with this, 
consumers spontaneously discount the experience of fluency as informative when it is interpreted as 
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irrelevant to the judgment at hand (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009; Oppenheimer, 2004; Oppenheimer 
& Monin, 2009; Schwarz, 2004). For instance, people tend to perceive the writer of disfluent text to 
be less intelligent, but this effect is reversed when they are aware of an alternative source of 
disfluency. That is, people overcompensate for their reliance on the fluency cue to determine the 
author’s intelligence and give higher intelligence ratings when they attribute the source of 
disfluency to a printer low in toner ink (Oppenheimer, 2006). Given this, consumers should only 
misattribute disfluency (fluency) to novelty (familiarity) when such an association is made salient 
(see Greifeneder, Bless, & Pham, 2010 for a review). That is, the presence of alternative and more 
salient cue of novelty should weaken consumers’ misattribution of disfluency to novelty. We 
therefore hypothesize that: 
 
H5: The presence of an explicit cue of novelty moderates the indirect effects of disfluency. 
As a result, the indirect effects of disfluency are only significant in the absence of an 
explicit cue. 
 
 Consumers may also use their product knowledge to determine the novelty and complexity 
of a product (Raju, Lonial, & Glynn Mangold, 1995). Thus, low (high) product knowledge is 
another salient cue to novelty and complexity (familiarity). Furthermore, product knowledge is a 
significant determinant of cue utilization in consumer judgment. Instead of relying on heuristic 
cues, consumers with greater product knowledge on the product tend to base their evaluative 
judgment on the functional attributes of the product (Devlin, 2011; Fu & Elliott, 2014; Raju et al., 
1995; Rao & Monroe, 1988, 1989). For instance, consumers only use price as a cue of quality when 
they have low product knowledge, yet their perception of quality is unaffected by price when they 
have high product knowledge (Raju et al., 1995; Rao & Monroe, 1988). Similarity, high product 
knowledge can mitigate the effect of brand-name on consumers’ judgment (Devlin, 2011). Given 
this, a consumer with high product knowledge may discount fluency cues as informative when 
compared to a consumer with low product knowledge. We therefore hypothesize that: 
 
 H6: Product knowledge moderates the positive indirect effects of disfluency. As such, the 
indirect effect of disfluency on product innovativeness and behavioral intention is only 
significant for consumers who have low knowledge of the product. 
 
 We conducted four experiments to examine the indirect effect of perceptual disfluency on 
consumers’ perceived innovativeness and behavioral intention through novelty-complexity 
appraisal and interest. Perceptual disfluency was manipulated by using either an easy-to-read or a 
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difficult-to-read font in product advertisements. Across four experiments, we tested and found 
support for the hypothesized model depicted in Figure 4.1. 
 
 
Figure 4.1. The full hypothesized and observed model. The red pathway displays the full positive 
indirect effect of disfluency on behavioral intention. 
 
Study 1 
 In Study 1, we sought to test H1 and H3 by examining whether disfluency has an indirect 
effect on perceived innovativeness through novelty-complexity appraisal. The aim of this study was 
to extend Cho and Schwarz’s study (2006) by measuring product innovativeness using an 
established measure of perceived innovativeness and demonstrating that novelty-complexity 
appraisal mediates the effect of disfluency on perceived innovativeness. A possible alternative 
explanation for the positive effect of disfluency is that consumers pay less attention when 
processing disfluent information. Thus, we tested whether memory or attention toward the product 
information may serve as alternative explanations for the positive effect of disfluency on perceived 
innovativeness. 
Method 
 Participants. We recruited 117 participants (68 males) from an online consumer panel. All 
participants resided in the United States and their age ranged from 20 to 64 years old (M = 33.81, 
SD = 11.02). All participants had not heard of, or tried the product presented in this study. 
 Procedure and design. This experiment used a one-way between-subjects (disfluent vs. 
fluent) design. Participants were introduced to the Leap Motion Controller—a computer hardware 
sensor device that supports hand and finger motion and gesture as input. Participants read a vignette 
that described the functionality, the usage, and the specifications of the controller (see Figure 4.2). 
Information of the device was sourced from the official Leap Motion website. The vignette was 
randomly displayed either in a difficult-to-read font (i.e., 10-point Times New Roman in grey; 
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sample) or an easy-to-read font (i.e., 14-point Times New Roman in black; Sample). Subsequently, 
participants completed Alexander et al.’s (2008) four-item product newness scale on a scale of 1 
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). It measures the perceived certainty of benefits (e.g., “I feel 
certain of the benefit I could expect to get if I bought this product” [reverse scored]) and change in 
behavior for adopting the controller (e.g., “I’ll have to change my behavior significantly to attain 
the potential benefits of this new product”). This scale was chosen given that it was designed to 
measure perceived innovativeness of new to market products.  
 
 
Figure 4.2. Example of the fluent (left) and disfluent (right) vignettes used in Study 1. 
  
 Drawing from Berlyne’s (1960) and Silvia’s (2005a, 2005b) conceptualizations of novelty-
complexity appraisal, we developed a four-item scale to measure participants’ novelty-complexity 
appraisal. Participants were asked to report the extent to which they perceive the product to be 
different, unique, familiar (reversed scored), and complex on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree). In line with the conceptualization of novelty-complexity appraisal, an exploratory 
factorial analysis with varimax rotation extracted a one principal component. At the end of the 
study, participants answered four multiple-choice questions that tested their memory of the product 
information on the vignette (e.g., how many years of warranty is included in the purchase?). They 
also completed a manipulation check for the fluency manipulation by rating whether the 
information on the vignette was easy-to-read on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 
agree). 
Results and Discussion 
 The manipulation check confirmed that fluency was successfully manipulated, whereby 
participants in the fluent condition (M = 5.21, SD = 0.78) reported that the product information was 
significantly easier to read than the disfluent condition (M = 3.98, SD = 1.70), t (115) = 4.82, p 
< .001. The fluent condition (M = 85.71%, SD = 20.70%) and the disfluent condition (M = 86.72%, 
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SD = 18.88%) performed equally well on the memory test for the product information (p = .456). 
Thus, we eliminated memory and attention as alternative explanations for the findings below.  
 We subjected novelty-complexity appraisal to a one-way between-subjects t-test with 
fluency as the independent variable (i.e., disfluent vs. fluent). Supporting H1, participants in the 
disfluent condition (M = 4.41, SD = 0.77) rated the Leap Motion Controller to be more novel when 
compared to their counterparts in the fluent condition (M = 4.11, SD = 0.84), t (115) = 5.03, p 
= .028. To the best of our knowledge, our findings are the first to show that the metacognitive 
experience of difficulty in processing information evoke novelty-complexity appraisal. 
 Using the bootstrapping approach, we conducted a mediation analysis based on 10,000 
bootstrapping samples to examine whether disfluency has an indirect effect on product 
innovativeness through novelty. Different to the traditional Sobel’s test, the bootstrapping approach 
does not require a direct effect of the predictor on the criterion to examine mediation model. In 
support of H1 and H3, disfluency had no direct effect on product innovativeness (b = -.118, 95% CI 
[-.317, .080]), but it had a significant indirect effect on product newness through novelty (b = .062, 
95% CI [.010, .157]). Such that, perceptual disfluency increased the perceived novelty-complexity 
of the controller (b = .261, 95% [.029, .493]) and in turn, enhanced its perceived innovativeness 
(.237, 95% [.081, .392]).  
 Extending from Cho and Schwarz’s study (2006), our findings show that consumers 
misattribute perceptual disfluency in an advertisement to the perceived novelty-complexity of the 
advertised product, which, in turn, increases its perceived innovativeness (i.e., uncertainty of benefit 
and change in behavior).  
Study 2 
 Extending from Study 1, the aim of Study 2 was to examine the hypothesized indirect effect 
of disfluency on perceived product innovativeness and intention to try a product through novelty-
complexity appraisal and the emotion of interest (i.e., H1 to H4). Study 1 manipulated disfluency by 
using a difficult-to-read font in product information. Study 2 extended this to the design of 
advertisements by using difficult-to-read font. We also used a different established scale to measure 
consumers’ perception of product innovativeness.  
Method 
 Participants. We recruited 106 (85 females) undergraduate students from an Australian 
university who participated for course credit. Their ages ranged from 16 to 31 years old, with a 
mean age of 18.77 years old (SD = 3.14). We excluded one participant from our analyses, as he was 
aware of the manipulations of this study. 
 Procedure and design. This was a one-way between-subjects (disfluent vs. fluent) 
experiment. We asked participants to view advertisements for four different products and evaluate 
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them. The products were Lindt’s blueberry chocolate; Brother’s S13 printer; Sealy’s Posturepedic 
mattress; and Toyota’s Corolla sedan. We aimed to include various types of products with different 
involvement levels in our choice of product. The text on the advertisement was randomly 
manipulated to either be difficult-to-read or easy-to-read (see Figure 4.3 for an example).  
 
 
Figure 4.3. Example of the fluent (left) and disfluent (right) advertisements used in Study 2. 
 
 We presented the four advertisements individually to the participants. After viewing each 
one, they rated their novelty-complexity appraisal toward the product following the procedure used 
in Study 1. An exploratory factorial analysis with varimax rotation extracted a one principal 
component. Participants then completed Olshavsky and Spreng’s (1996) two-item product 
innovativeness scale. We chose this scale because it was designed to measure the perception of 
innovativeness for new products instead of new to market products. Then participants reported 
whether they would like to try the product on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Subsequently, we asked participants to rate the extent to which they felt confused, interested, fear, 
happy, sad, surprised, and bored after viewing the advertisement on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 7 (strongly agree). The participants continued to the next advertisement and repeated the 
evaluation procedure until they viewed all four advertisements. The advertisements were presented 
in random order. At the end of the study, a memory test was administrated where participants 
answered eight multiple-choice questions that tested their memory of the four advertisements. 
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Results and Discussion 
 The manipulation check showed that the disfluency manipulation was successful, where the 
disfluent condition perceived the advertisement to be more difficult-to-read (M = 3.99, SD = .18) 
than in the fluent condition (M = 2.88, SD = .18), t (104) = 4.57, p < .001. Again, the fluent 
condition (M = 80.00%, SD = 20.64%) and the disfluent condition (M = 73.53%, SD = 21.45%) 
performed equally well on the memory test (p < .06). Moreover, analyses revealed that participants 
in the disfluent condition (M = 3.75, SD = .61) appraised the products to be more novel when 
compared to the fluent condition (M = 3.45, SD = .60), F (1, 102) = 4.60, p = .034, η2 = .04. Our 
results supports H1, showing that disfluency in advertisements elicits consumers’ novelty-
complexity appraisal. 
Using the bootstrapping approach, we conducted a mediation analysis based on 10,000 
bootstrapping samples to examine whether disfluency has an indirect effect on participants’ 
intention to try the product. Three mediators were sequentially included in the mediation analysis: 
novelty, interest, and product newness. Such that, the analysis examined the indirect effect of 
disfluency on behavioral intention through novelty, interest, and product newness in one overall 
model and in the specified sequence. The direct effect of fluency on intention was negative but not 
significant, b = -.073, 95% CI [-.183, .037]. The bootstrapping approach allows the testing of an 
indirect effect in the absence of a significant direct effect. The full mediation regression model 
significantly accounted for 37% of the variance in behavioral intention, F = 14.75, p < .001. The 
results supported H1 to H4. Referring to the red path in Figure 4.1, disfluency had a significant 
indirect effect on behavioral intention through novelty, interest, and perceived innovation, b = .003, 
95% CI [.0002, .012]. In fact, disfluency had significant indirect effects on intention through (1) the 
novelty-complexity appraisal, b = .040, 95% CI [.005, .111]; (2) the novelty-complexity appraisal 
and interest, b = .020, 95% CI [.003, .066]; and (3) the novelty-complexity appraisal and perceived 
innovativeness, b = .021, 95% CI [.005, .054]. That is, disfluent advertisements evoked (1) novelty-
complexity appraisal, (2) the emotion of interest, and (3) the perception of product innovativeness. 
In turn, they (4) resulted in greater intention to try the advertised product.  
Supporting H1 and H4, our results suggest that the positive effects of disfluency are 
mediated by the novelty-complexity appraisal and the emotion of interest. This provides a possible 
explanation to reconcile the positive effects of fluency and disfluency reported previously (Alter & 
Oppenheimer, 2009; Cho & Schwarz, 2006; Pocheptsova et al., 2010; Thompson & Ince, 2013). 
The positive effect of fluency on consumers’ product evaluation operates through familiarity and 
liking (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009; Labroo et al., 2008; Winkielman, Schwarz, Reber, & 
Fazendeiro, 2000). Our findings are the first to suggest a coherent and indirect positive effect of 
disfluency. Consumers misattribute disfluency to a sense of novelty and complexity, which in turn 
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evokes interest and enhance product evaluation. In the next two studies, we attempted to replicate 
the observed indirect effect of disfluency in Study 2 and examined two moderators for the indirect 
effect. Study 3 investigated the presence of salient novelty cue (H5) and Study 4 examined product 
knowledge (H6) as moderator. 
Study 3 
 Consumers tend to misattribute fluency to familiarity when such a misattribution is the most 
salient explanation to the experience of fluency (Greifeneder et al., 2010). Given this, disfluency is 
less likely to be misattributed to novelty in the presence of a more salient novelty cue. In Study 3, 
we therefore sought to test H5 by examining whether the presence of a salient novelty cue (i.e., the 
word “new” in the advertisement) moderates the utilization of perceptual disfluency as an 
informative cue. To ensure generalizability of our results across different samples, we have also 
recruited an online consumer panel for this study. 
Method 
Participants. We recruited 120 participants (55 females) from an online consumer panel. 
Their age ranged from 18 to 74 years old with a mean age of 40.46 years old (SD = 13.67). All 
participants resided in the United States.  
Design and Procedure. This study used a 2 (disfluent vs. fluent) x 2 (control vs. new 
product) between-subjects design. Following the procedures of Study 2, participants viewed the 
advertisements for Lindt’s blueberry chocolate, Brother’s S13 printer, Sealy’s Posturepedic 
mattress, and Toyota’s Corolla sedan. The text on the advertisements was manipulated to either be 
difficult-to-read or easy-to-read. In contrast to Study 2, the products in the advertisements in this 
study were either advertised as a new product or a non new product (see Figure 4.4). The new 
advertisements contained the word ‘new’ throughout the advertisement, whereas the neutral 
advertisements did not contain such a cue of novelty. Participants were randomly assigned to one of 
the four conditions. For each advertisement, participants evaluated the product according to the 
scales used in Study 2. These scales were: (1) the novelty-complexity appraisal; (2) Olshavsky and 
Spreng’s (1996) two-item product innovativeness scale; (3) emotions including interest; and (4) 
intention to try the product. The advertisements were presented in random order. At the end of the 
study, participants completed a memory test for the four advertisements and a manipulation check 
for the disfluency manipulation. 
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Figure 4.4. Example of the fluent (left), disfluent (right), neutral (top) and new (bottom) 
advertisements used in Study 4. 
 
Results and Discussion 
 The manipulation check confirmed the disfluency manipulation, whereby participants in the 
disfluent condition (M = 2.73, SD = 1.59) reported the advertisement to be more difficult to read 
than those in the fluent condition (M = 2.14, SD = 1.36), tcorrected= (117.02) = 2.183, p = .031. 
However, participants in the disfluent condition (M = 81.45%, SD = 16.28%) performed equally 
well on the memory test when compared to the fluent condition (M = 83.91%, SD = 18.20%). A 2 
(disfluent vs. fluent) x 2 (neutral vs. new) ANOVA revealed a significant interaction, F (1, 116) = 
6.69, p = .011, η2 = .06. Consumers who saw the neutral advertisements appraised the product to be 
significantly more novelty and complex in the disfluent condition (M = 4.08, SD = 0.55) than in the 
fluent condition (M = 3.69, SD = 0.76), t’ (60) = 2.31, p = .023. For those who saw the new 
advertisements, there was no significant difference on novelty-complexity appraisal between the 
disfluent and fluent condition (p > .176). Supporting H5, our results show that consumers only 
misattribute disfluency to novelty-complexity in the absence of salient novelty cue. 
 We conducted mediation regression analyses based on the 10,000 samples. Novelty-
complexity appraisal, interest, and product newness were sequentially entered into the model as 
mediators. That is, the analysis examined the indirect effect of disfluency on behavioral intention 
through novelty, interest, and product newness in one overall model and in the specified sequence. 
The results provide further support to H5. For consumers in the neutral advertisement, disfluency 
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had a significant indirect effect on behavioral intention through consumers’ novelty-complexity 
appraisal, experience of interest, and perception of product innovativeness, b = .050, 95% CI 
[.007, .164]. The full mediation regression model accounted for 35% of variance in behavioral 
intention. However, there was no significant direct and indirect effect in the new advertisement 
condition. In line with H5, our findings suggest that the positive indirect effect of disfluency on 
product innovativeness and behavioral intention is moderated by the presence of a salient novelty 
cue. This provides support to the premise that consumers use perceptual disfluency as an 
informative cue of novelty-complexity and this in turn, evokes their interest, perception of 
innovativeness, and behavioral intention toward the product. 
Study 4 
 Prior research has shown that consumers are less likely to use heuristic cues to inform their 
judgment of a product when they have more knowledge of the product (Devlin, 2011; Fu & Elliott, 
2014; Raju et al., 1995; Rao & Monroe, 1988; 1989). Given this, product knowledge should 
moderate the utilization of (dis)fluency experience as informative cue. In a separate pre-test study 
conducted by our research team on product knowledge, nearly half of the participants reported that 
they had not heard of Sealy’s Posturepedic Mattress. Thus, we sought to test H6 by using this 
naturalistic manipulation of product knowledge in this study. 
Method 
 Participants. We recruited 117 participants (47 females) from an online consumer panel. 
Their age ranged from 20 to 47 years old with a mean age of 33.47 years old (SD = 9.26). All 
participants resided in the United States. There were 64 participants (54.7%) who had not heard of 
or tried Sealy’s Posturepedic Mattress prior to this study. 
 Procedure and design. Study 4 was a 2 (disfluent vs. fluent) x 2 (high vs. low product 
knowledge) between-subjects study. At the start of the study, participants reported whether they had 
heard of or tried the Posturepedic Mattress prior to the study. After that, the participants were 
introduced to Sealy’s Posturepedic Mattress and were shown the advertisement used in Study 2 for 
the product. The text in the advertisement was depicted either in a difficult-to-read font or an easy-
to-read font. Participants could view the advertisement for as long as they liked.  
 After the advertisement was presented, participants were asked to report the extent to which 
they felt confused, interested, fear, happy, sad, surprised, and bored on a scale of 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Following the procedures in Study 2, participants then rated the 
product on the novelty-appraisal scale. Results from the confirmatory factor analysis on the 
novelty-complexity appraisal scale confirmed that only one dimension could be extracted from the 
scale with satisfactory goodness-of-fit of the extraction. Subsequently, participants rated their 
behavioral intention toward the product by reporting whether they would like to tell others about it, 
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learn more about it, and try the product on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) (α 
= .89). After that, participants completed Olshavsky and Spreng’s (1996) two-item product newness 
scale. Participants completed a memory test for the advertisement and a manipulation check for the 
disfluency manipulation following the procedure of Study 2. 
Results and Discussion 
 There were 11 participants who missed the manipulation check for the disfluency 
manipulation. Of those who completed the manipulation check, perceptual disfluency was 
successfully manipulated in Study 4. The disfluent condition (M = 3.44, SD = 1.67) perceived the 
information to be more difficult-to-read than the fluent condition (M = 2.08, SD = 1.66), t (104) 
=3.84, p < .001. However, the disfluency manipulation had no effect on participants’ performance 
on the memory test for the product information on the advertisement (p = .784).  
 In support of H6, a 2 x 2 between-subjects ANOVA revealed a significant interaction 
between the fluency conditions (disfluent vs. fluent) and product knowledge (low vs. high) on 
novelty-complexity appraisal, F(1, 113) = 7.08, p = .009, η2 = .06. For consumers who had low 
product knowledge, they rated the mattress to be more novel after viewing the disfluent 
advertisement (M = 3.85, SD = 1.23) in comparison to those who saw the fluent advertisement (M = 
3.16, SD = 1.37), t’(63) = 2.36, p = .020. Disfluency had no effect on novelty-complexity appraisal 
for participants who had relatively higher product knowledge of the Posturepeudic Mattress (p 
= .149). These findings confirmed H6, showing that disfluency evokes novelty-complexity 
appraisal only for low knowledge consumers but not for high knowledge consumers. 
 To provide further evidence for H6, we conducted mediation analyses based on 10,000 
bootstrapping samples to examine the indirect effect of disfluency on behavioral intention. Similar 
to Study 2, novelty-complexity appraisal, interest, and product newness were sequentially entered 
into the model as mediators. That is, the analysis examined the indirect effect of disfluency on 
behavioral intention through novelty, interest, and product newness in one overall model and in the 
specified sequence. The model accounted for 64% of variance in behavioral intention. For low 
knowledge participants, disfluency had a significant indirect effect on behavioral intention through 
novelty, interest, and product newness, b = .031, 95% CI [.001, .148]. Thus, we successfully 
replicated the positive indirect effect of disfluency on behavioral intention reported in Study 1 and 2 
for the low knowledge condition. This provides further support to H1 to H4 and H6. For high 
knowledge participants, there was no significant direct and indirect effect of disfluency on 
behavioral intention. Supporting H6, the results in Study 4 showed that product knowledge 
moderates the utilization of disfluency as an informative cue. Such that, consumers’ evaluative 
judgment and behavioral intention toward the advertised product is not affected by disfluency when 
they have greater knowledge of the product. 
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General Discussion 
 We conducted four experiments to examine our hypothesized model. In Study 1, we found 
that disfluency has a positive indirect effect on product innovativeness through novelty-complexity 
appraisal. In Study 2, we demonstrated that disfluency increases consumers’ intention to try a 
product by eliciting consumers’ novelty-complexity appraisal, interest, and perception of 
innovativeness toward the product. Study 3 and 4 extended these findings by showing that the 
presence of salient novelty cue and product knowledge moderates the indirect effect of disfluency. 
Taken together, our findings support the hypothesized model. 
 The current research provides initial evidence for an underlying mechanism that accounts 
for the positive effects of disfluency reported in the extant literature. In addition, such an account 
may potentially reconcile the conflicting findings between the positive effect of fluency and 
disfluency. Previous research demonstrated that both fluency and disfluency enhance consumers’ 
product evaluation and behavioral intention. Fluency has been shown to increase the perceived 
familiarity and liking of an object (Labroo et al., 2008; Petrova & Cialdini, 2005; Song & Schwarz, 
2009). Contrary to these findings, more recent studies have shown that disfluency also leads to 
positive product evaluation in certain consumption domains such as the context of special-occasions 
and professional services (Cho & Schwarz, 2006; Labroo & Kim, 2009; Park et al., in press; 
Pocheptsova et al., 2010; Thompson, Szymanski, Malaviya, Kroff, & Troy, 2012). Consistent with 
the fluency-familiarity-liking relationship, the present research shows that disfluency evokes 
consumers’ novelty-complexity appraisal and in turn elicits interest—an emotion that is distinct to 
liking (Silvia, 2008b; Turner & Silvia, 2006).  
Our findings provide four specific contributions to previous research on metacognitive 
experience of (dis)fluency. First, our research is the first to demonstrate the positive effect of 
perceptual disfluency with the manipulation of typography in advertisements. Second, our research 
examines a new indirect pathway for disfluency to enhance behavioral intention toward a product 
by evoking consumers’ novelty-complexity appraisal, interest, and perception of product 
innovativeness. Third, we demonstrate that this indirect pathway may serve as psychological 
mechanism that underlies the positives effects of disfluency reported in earlier research. 
Specifically, our results replicate Cho and Schwarz’s (2006) findings and show that the relationship 
between disfluency and perceived innovativeness is mediated by novelty-complexity appraisal and 
interest. Our findings also revalidate the relationship between disfluency and perceived 
innovativeness with established scales of innovativeness, and demonstrate that this relationship is 
not limited to consumers with low need for cognition and the consumption domain of technological 
products. Lastly, the present research addresses a previously unexplored moderator for the positive 
82 
 
 
effect of disfluency by showing that the presence of other salient novelty cues (Study 3) and 
product knowledge (Study 4) each mitigate the indirect effect of disfluency.  
As predicted, we demonstrated across four experiments that the positive effect of perceptual 
disfluency operates through novelty-complexity and interest. The present research shows that the 
positive effect of disfluency operates through a different indirect pathway when compared to the 
positive effect of fluency. Prior research suggested that the positive effect of fluency operates 
through familiarity and liking. Our findings indicate that the positive effect of disfluency operates 
through novelty and interest, reconciling the seemingly conflicting effect of fluency and disfluency. 
Our findings are the first to demonstrate a disfluency-novelty-interest relationship that is coherent 
with the well-established fluency-familiarity-liking association. These findings are consistent with 
earlier research that suggested that liking motivates people to approach familiarity whereas interest 
motivates people to approach new information and objects (Turner & Silvia, 2006; Silvia, 2008b). 
Studies 3 and 4 provide further evidence for the disfluency-novelty-interest relationship by 
examining its moderators. Consumers are known to use cues to guide their evaluative judgment 
only when they have relatively low product knowledge (Devlin, 2011; Fu & Elliott, 2014; Raju et 
al., 1995; Rao & Monroe, 1988; 1989). Consistent with these prior findings, we found in Study 4 
that high product knowledge moderates the positive indirect effect of disfluency by mitigating the 
positive relationship between disfluency and novelty-complexity appraisal. Furthermore, previous 
studies have revealed that consumers discount metacognitive cues such as fluency when these cues 
are considered to be uninformative and irrelevant to the judgment at hand (Alter & Oppenheimer, 
2009; Morewedge & Kahneman, 2010; Oppenheimer, 2005; Oppenheimer & Monin, 2009; 
Schwarz, 2004). Given this, fluency should have no effect on consumers’ judgment if novelty or 
familiarity can be determined by other salient cues. As hypothesized, the association between 
disfluency and novelty-complexity as well as its positive indirect effect was mitigated by the 
presence of other salient novelty cues in Study 3. Taken together, our results attest to our 
proposition that consumer readily misattribute disfluency as a cue of novelty-complexity and 
interestingness. Interest, in turn, generates a flow down effect to enhance product evaluation (i.e., 
perceived innovativeness) and behavioral intention.  
The current findings provide unprecedented insight into our understanding of metacognitive 
experience. Increasingly, disfluency is not always undesirable for consumers and the effect of 
disfluency is dependent on the consumption context (Cho & Schwarz, 2006; Labroo & Kim, 2009; 
Park et al., in press; Pocheptsova et al., 2010; Thompson et al., 2012). For instance, disfluency 
enhances perceived innovativeness of technological products (Cho & Schwarz, 2006) and perceived 
uniqueness of special-occasion products (Pocheptsova et al., 2010). The present research adds to 
this stream of work by identifying the specific characteristic of the consumption domains. Both 
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newness and uniqueness are parts of novelty-complexity appraisal. Thus, our findings suggest that 
the positive effect of disfluency is limited to consumption context where novelty and complexity 
serve as the determinate criteria for consumers’ evaluation. For instance, novelty seeking and 
scarcity play an important role in driving luxury consumption thus disfluency should have a 
positive effect on consumers’ product evaluation towards luxury items. A useful avenue for further 
research is to directly examine this boundary condition of the positive effect of disfluency. For 
instance, the use of disfluency in advertisements should enhance consumers’ evaluation of luxury or 
limited edition products (e.g., coverture chocolate) but not for everyday goods (e.g., confectionary 
chocolate). 
Practical Implications 
For marketers, our findings contribute to the growing literature showing that metacognitive 
experience is a robust and informative heuristic cue that influences consumer judgment and 
preference. Specifically, our research challenges the common practice of providing experience of 
fluency for consumers during product evaluation. It suggests that disfluency has a positive effect on 
consumers’ product evaluations by evoking novelty-complexity appraisal and the emotion interest. 
Thus, the effect of disfluency is dependent on whether consumers prefer novelty-complexity (i.e., 
newness, uniqueness, complexity, and unfamiliarity) in the judgment at hand. For instance, the 
effect of disfluency would be positive when consumers evaluate a tourist destination whereby 
newness and uniqueness serve as attractive product characteristics. 
Furthermore, the present research is the first to demonstrate the positive effect of disfluency 
through the manipulation of typography on advertisements. Advertisers and designers commonly 
use typography to convey themes in marketing communications. Much research advocates for the 
use of easy-to-read typography to elicit liking, however we show that difficult-to-read typography 
can evoke interest and positive consumer response. Consumers like familiarity but feel interested 
toward novelty (Turner & Silvia, 2006). Thus, the choice of using fluency or disfluency in 
marketing communication should therefore be dependent on whether the product is familiar or 
novel. In addition, a decision commonly faced by advertisers is setting the appropriate reach and 
frequency of advertisement exposure. Our findings suggest that the experience of fluency resulted 
from repeated exposure may actually reduce consumers’ interest and positive response toward the 
advertisement and advertised product. A possible strategy is therefore to use disfluency or the 
feeling of metacognitive difficulty to reinstate interest and positive response. 
To successfully implement our understanding of metacognitive experience into marketing 
strategies, marketers need to be aware of the limiting factors pertaining to the effect of 
metacognitive cues. A limiting factor of the disfluency effect is the presence of other salient cues of 
novelty. That is, the use of disfluency in marketing strategy is ineffective in contexts where 
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consumers can appraise the novelty and complexity of the product through other more salient cue. 
Thus, disfluency has a positive effect on product evaluation only when consumers cannot readily 
determine the novelty-complexity of the advertised product or when the novelty-complexity of the 
advertised product is ambiguous. 
 Drawing from our findings, the positive effect of disfluency is also limited to consumers 
who have little knowledge of the product. Thus, disfluency should have no positive effect on 
consumers’ evaluation toward repeatedly purchased product and everyday goods. On the other 
hand, disfluency may generate positive consumer response in a consumption context whereby 
consumers seek for expert opinions. For instance, a major task of sales agents is to explain 
unknown facts of the product to show how the product solves the customer’s need. Thus, sales 
agents can evoke experience of cognitive difficulty to enhance the interestingness and consumers’ 
evaluation of the product.  
Limitations and Future Research 
 A limitation of our research is that we tested our hypotheses using only one type of 
disfluency manipulation—namely, perceptual disfluency. Although perceptual disfluency is the 
most commonly used manipulation of metacognitive experience (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009), 
future research can extend our findings by testing our proposition with other manipulations of 
metacognitive experience. For instance, disfluency can be evoked by linguistic complexity such as 
the use of technical terms, embodied cognition such as frowning, and priming of a conflicting 
concept. 
Furthermore, this research only focuses on the positive effect of disfluency therefore the 
interaction between the positive effect of fluency and disfluency remains unexplored. Given our 
findings, the effect of fluency and disfluency is dependent on whether consumers prefer familiarity 
or novelty-complexity in the judgment at hand. Gillebaart et al. (2012) showed that people prefer 
novelty after excessive, repetitive exposure toward the same stimulus and that people’s preference 
toward familiarity or novelty is determined by their regulatory focus. People prefer novelty when 
they are primed with a focus of promotion or growth but they prefer familiarity when they are 
primed with a focus of prevention or security. Following this, future research can therefore examine 
whether the effect of fluency and disfluency is dependent on the level of exposure and the 
consumer’s regulatory focus. Our findings suggest that disfluency should only generate a positive 
effect after excessive exposure or when a consumer is primed to adopt a promotion regulatory 
focus. 
A final issue pertaining to our research is the measurement of the novelty-complexity 
appraisal. To our knowledge, no established measure of novelty-complexity appraisal exists. A 
reason for this is because appraisals are normally measured by single-item measure in psychology. 
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We therefore developed a four-item novelty-complexity appraisal scale by drawing from previous 
conceptualizations of novelty-complexity (Berlyne, 1960; Silvia; 2005). Although the present 
research provides preliminary evidence supporting the structure of the scale, future research can 
extend the current research by validating the novelty-complexity appraisal scale. In fact, recent 
research has identified the lack of an existing validated scale for measuring cognitive appraisals of 
emotion and emphasized the importance of developing a cognitive appraisal scale in future research 
(Kirby, Yih, & Smith, 2015). The current research advocates for this same notion by suggesting that 
the consideration of cognitive appraisal and emotion is essential to advancing our research and 
understanding of metacognitive experience in the field of psychology, marketing, and consumer 
behavior. 
Chapter Summary 
 This chapter extended the previous chapters by demonstrating the implication of interest and 
its appraisal on the paradox between the positive effect of fluency and disfluency on consumer 
behavior. Fluency evokes liking and therefore enhance product evaluation and product preference 
(Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009). The findings presented in this chapter suggest that disfluency elicits 
interest and in turn, results in positive product evaluation. Taken together, the results provide initial 
evidence for an unexplored emotional mechanism that not only underlies the positive effect of 
disfluency on consumer behaviour but also correspond to the positive effect of fluency. Turner and 
Silvia (2006) demonstrated that familiarity elicits liking whereas novelty elicits interest. The 
research presented in this chapter therefore extends this stream of research by testing and 
demonstrating the implication of this emotion differentiation framework in a consumption context. 
My findings show that the emotion of interest and its appraisal structure may provide 
unprecedented insights to consumer psychology and behaviour, potentially resolving different 
paradoxical findings between familiarity-related constructs and novelty-related constructs. In the 
next chapter, I provide a general discussion of the research presented in my thesis to form a 
generalized synthesis of the implications of interest to consumer research and provide interesting 
avenues for future research.
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CHAPTER 5: GENERAL DISCUSSION 
  
Consumers favor both familiarity and novelty, yet this paradoxical phenomenon has not 
been explained by contemporary theories in psychology and marketing (Föster, 2012; Gillebaart et 
al., 2012; Norton et al., 2011; van Trijp & van Kleef, 2008). Chapter 1 revealed that there is a 
strong association between familiarity and liking. Consumers readily associate familiarity with a 
false sense of liking (joy and contentment) in a heuristic manner. However, consumers’ affective 
responses toward novelty have remained largely unexplored. Interest is one such emotion that 
merits investigation. The function of interest is to motivate people to approach novelty to develop a 
broad set of new knowledge, skills, and experiences (Izard, 2007; Silvia, 2006, 2008, 2009). Given 
this, the present thesis investigated the relevance and implications of interest to consumer 
psychology and behavior with the aim to provide insights into consumers’ positive responses 
toward novelty. 
 Chapter 1 reviewed the relevant literature to show that both liking and interest are positive 
in affective valence. Drawing from the emotion differentiation literature, I demonstrated that 
interest and liking are distinct affective responses by differentiating their appraisal structure, 
motivational function, subjective experience, expression and physiology. More importantly, interest 
is a positive affective response toward novelty, whereas liking is a positive affective response 
toward familiarity. I therefore proposed that consumers exhibit interest toward novelty and 
simultaneously display liking toward familiarity, resulting in a dualistic tendency to favor both 
novelty and familiarity. In fact, I suggest that the appraisal structure and motivation function of 
interest could provide a consistent explanation towards the boundary conditions of the familiarity-
liking association that has previously been unexplained in the existing literature. 
 Based on the propositions in Chapter 1, the research in Chapters 2-4 examined the 
implications of interest. Chapter 2 demonstrated that interest and its appraisal structure provide 
insight into the previously unexplored effect of design newness on consumers’ emotional responses 
toward innovation. Specifically, consumers’ perception of design newness closely aligns with 
novelty appraisal, evokes interest, and therefore enhances product evaluation. Chapter 3 explored 
the strategies in marketing communications that can evoke interest—an important consumer 
response in advertising research and practices that have received very little scholarly attention. 
Specifically, simple advertising cues of novelty (e.g., the word new) may elicit consumers’ novelty 
appraisal as well as behavioural and psychophysiological responses of interest. Chapter 4 reported 
the first concrete evidence that the novelty-interest association is a mechanism underlying the 
positive effects of disfluency on product evaluation. This offers a potential explanation for the 
positive effects of disfluency that is compatible with the positive and seemingly opposite effect of 
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fluency. Together, the findings from 11 experiments demonstrated why consumers approach 
novelty in light of the strong association between familiarity and liking. Below I extend the 
discussion of these findings from the respective chapters to more generalized implications.  
Theoretical Implications  
The emotion of interest has been largely studied in educational settings and it is a key 
determinant of students’ motivations in their learning, engagement and performance (see Ainley, 
2006, for a review). Research on motivation and emotion has only recently began to examine the 
emotional qualities of interest and, in particular, the appraisals anteceding the experience of interest 
(see Silvia, 2008). This thesis is therefore the first to extend this theoretical literature into consumer 
psychology, consumer behavior, and marketing. The research in this thesis shows that interest is an 
emotion that occurs in consumption contexts and it has significant theoretical implications in the 
discipline of marketing and psychology.  
Antecedent of Interest in Consumption Domains 
My findings demonstrated that the antecedent of consumer interest is consistent with those 
reported in the education and affective science literature. In education and psychology, the 
experience of interest is elicited by a stimulus or an event that is appraised to be new, ambiguous, 
complex, obscure, unclear, unexpected, unfamiliar, or otherwise not understood (Berlyne, 1960, 
1970; Silvia, 2005a, 2005b, 2006, 2008). In line with this, Chapter 2 revealed that consumers do not 
experience interest toward any product design that is newly released on the market. Instead, they 
exhibit interest toward a product design that is perceived to be new, complex, atypical, different, 
and unfamiliar. Chapter 3 extended these findings by showing that simply labeling a product to be 
new through advertisements can increase perceived novelty of the product and in turn, elicit 
interest. Chapter 4 showed that interest is also evoked by perceptual disfluency (hard-to-read font) 
in advertisements—a construct hypothesized and demonstrated to be strongly related to novelty. 
Taken together, these findings are consistent with the education and psychology literature, 
suggesting that the novelty appraisal is a subjective appraisal that is necessary to evoke consumer 
interest. 
Conceptualization of Novelty 
 The present thesis suggests that novelty appraisal is related but distinct from various 
theoretical constructs studied in marketing. Novelty appraisal arises when the consumer 
subjectively appraises a stimulus as novel. This process can therefore differ between consumers and 
even within the same consumer across time. In summary, three points can be made about the 
conceptualization of novelty from the findings reported in the present thesis. First, unlike product 
newness, novelty is not an objective property but an individual’s subjective interruption and 
perception of a stimulus. For instance, McDonald’s food can be appraised as novel for a child who 
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visits McDonald’s for the first time and also for a customer who has not visited since childhood. 
Second, different to perceived newness, a novel stimulus is not necessarily perceived as new. An 
antique is not perceived as new but it can be appraised to be novel because novelty stems from 
other collative properties such as unfamiliarity. Third, distinct to innovativeness, novelty does not 
essentially lead to positive attitudes. Instead, people’s understanding of novelty determines their 
responses. For example, a conflicting advertisement that promotes the “worst vegetarian restaurant” 
may generate consumer interest for a steakhouse but it may evoke confusion for a local cafe. 
Fourth, novelty is distinct to advertisement creativity or the level of atypicality and originality of 
the advertising concept. Thus, a creative advertisement might not be perceived as novel after the 
consumer is exposed to it repeatedly.  
 Supporting these distinctions, consumers perceive a product to be more novel simply 
because it is labeled as new (Chapter 3) or described by disfluent information (Chapter 4), even 
when product attributes and advertisement concepts are controlled for. As an antecedent of interest, 
novelty appraisal appears to be a unique theoretical construct that can provide insights to 
consumers’ emotional responses toward innovation and creative advertisement. This implication is 
in line with the recent call by So et al. (2015) that advocated for the use of appraisal theories to 
better understand the effect of emotion on consumers’ decision making processes. 
Consequence of Interest in Consumption Domains 
Prior studies in psychology demonstrated that interest motivates people to approach stimuli 
that are perceived to be novel and complex but not necessarily pleasant (Litman, 2006, 2008; Silvia, 
2005b, 2006, 2008; Turner & Silvia, 2006). The present thesis provides the first empirical support 
to this functional account of interest on consumer behavior. Specifically, I found that interest 
enhances consumers’ product evaluation, product liking, and behavioral intention toward the 
product. This was demonstrated across different service and product categories (e.g., 
telecommunication service vs. mobile phone) that varied in their level of purchase involvement 
(e.g., printer vs. car) and their hedonic or utilitarian value (e.g., toothpaste vs. chocolate). 
Surprisingly, Chapter 2 also revealed that interest toward a product attribute or a subcomponent of 
product design (i.e., user interface of a mobile) could enhance the product evaluation and behavioral 
intention toward the product itself (i.e., the mobile). These findings extend our understanding of the 
behavioral and motivational outcomes of interest beyond learning (e.g., Ainley, 2006) and aesthetic 
evaluation (e.g., Silvia, 2010) by demonstrating that interest is a strong motivator of positive 
consumer responses. 
Interest as an Emotion 
To the best of my knowledge, no existing marketing or consumer research has considered 
interest as an emotional response. This is unsurprising given that the emotional qualities of interest 
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have only been identified by recent research (Silvia, 2008). Although the discussion on whether 
interest is an emotion is beyond the scope of this thesis, the findings reported here offers 
preliminary evidence supporting the emotional qualities of interest reported in previous research. 
An emotion is defined as a state characterized by a unique pattern of appraisal, psychophysiology, 
expression, and subjective experience that guide cognition and action (Ekman, 1992; Izard, 2010; 
Roseman & Smith, 2001). Consistent with this, Chapter 2 showed that interest must be evoked by 
subjective appraisal toward a product design but not its objective property. In Chapter 3, I also 
demonstrated that the psychophysiological response accompanying interest is distinct to those of 
arousal. Findings across Chapter 2 to 4 concluded that interest enhances consumers’ perception and 
intention toward novelty. Thus, interest appears to be distinct to attention and attitude, which are 
not necessarily: (1) induced by subjective appraisal; (2) accompanied by changes in physiology; and 
(3) a positive response directed to novelty. Thus, the present thesis suggests that interest is an 
emotion that merits further investigation in marketing and consumer research. 
Familiarity and Novelty 
Consumers are known to favor both familiarity and novelty, but our understanding toward 
this seemingly conflicting tendency has been limited (Förster, 2009; van Trijp & van Kleef, 2008). 
In fact, the debate on whether people favor familiarity or novelty has remained unresolved and 
topical in the psychology literature (see Norton et al., 2007, 2011; Reis et al., 2011; and Ullrich et 
al., 2013). Familiarity is linked to liking, an affective state similar to joy and contentment (for a 
review, see Bornstein, 1989; Monin, 2003; Fang et al., 2007 & Zajonc, 1968). This, however, does 
not necessarily suggest that novelty evokes dislike and negative emotional responses. The present 
thesis tested and found support for the association between novelty and interest—a positive 
approach emotion. This potentially reconciles the paradox describing people’s tendency to favor 
both familiarity and novelty. Specifically, I suggest that people like familiarity, whereas they 
experience interest from novelty; thus, the two tendencies are not necessarily opposite. Instead, the 
positive responses toward both familiarity and novelty are the results of two different affective 
processes that should be differentiated from each other. 
My explanation is in line with the notion that specific positive emotions influence 
motivation, cognition and behavior in ways that extend beyond a general emotional valance effect 
(Griskevicius et al., 2010a; Sung & Yih, 2015; Tong, 2015; Yih et al., 2015). Thus, differentiating 
between different emotions is important to understand the complexity and diversity of emotion and 
their effects. Marketing and consumer research has recognized the role emotion plays in product 
evaluation and decision-making processes, however very few studies have embraced the emotion 
differentiation framework (for a discussion, see Griskevicius et al., 2010a). The present thesis may 
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therefore serve as an important first step in consumer research by exploring and distinguishing the 
novelty-interest association from the familiarity-liking association. 
In fact, I suggest that the distinction between the familiarity-liking association and novelty-
interest association may potentially reconcile various conflicting findings in marketing and 
consumer research. As discussed in Chapter 4, fluency and disfluency are completely opposite of 
each other, yet both have a positive effect on product evaluation. In light of the association between 
fluency, familiarity and liking, I proposed and found that the novelty-interest association underlies 
the positive effects of disfluency. Thus, the present thesis offers a potential reconciliation toward 
the seemingly opposite effects of fluency and disfluency on product evaluation. That is, fluency 
serves as a cue of familiarity that elicits liking, whereas disfluency serves as a cue of novelty that 
elicits interest. The differentiation between liking and interest may therefore potentially provide 
explanations toward the paradoxical findings of other familiarity-related and novelty related 
constructs, such as consumers’ preferences toward (1) typicality versus incongruity, (2) consistency 
and variety, and (3) similarity and innovativeness. 
Practical Implications  
 By demonstrating the relevance of interest to consumer psychology and behavior, the 
present thesis offers significant practical and managerial implications to different fields of 
marketing. Extending from the discussions across Chapters 2 to 4, this section presents some 
general practical implications of the findings presented in the present thesis. 
Advertising 
Global adverting expenditure in 2013 reached approximately US$503 billion, and is 
growing at a rate of 5.1 percent annually (Zenith Optimedia Group Limited, 2013). The viewing 
duration of an advertisement may enhance consumers’ attitudes toward the advertised brand and 
product, and the interestingness of an advertisement is a strong predictor of viewing duration 
(Olney et al., 1991; Stapel, 1994). However, no research has empirically examined the antecedent 
of interest toward advertisements. The present thesis is therefore the first to show that various 
dimensions of novelty appraisal, such as complexity and unfamiliarity, can evoke interest. For 
instance, my findings suggest that advertisers can use subtle novelty cues such as disfluency or 
hard-to-read font to induce novelty appraisal and therefore interest. Apart from perceptual 
disfluency, disfluency can also be experienced linguistically, semantically, and through embodied 
cognition (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009). Thus, these cues can be used to initiate novelty appraisal 
and interest toward the advertisement and the advertised product. For instance, a commercial can 
start with a semantically unrelated concept to induce interest before depicting the brand or the 
product. Furthermore, a considerable part of advertising expenditure is used on repetition to 
increase reach, recall and familiarity (Schmidt & Eisend, in press). Consumers, however, exhibit a 
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response called “wear-out”, whereby high levels of repetition ultimately evoke tedium that 
decreases the effectiveness of the advertisement (Masterson, 1999). To the best of my knowledge, 
no research has examined how novelty appraisal and interest can moderate and even attenuate this 
“wear-out” effect. My findings, however, suggest that the novelty appraisal may reinstate interest, 
suggesting that novelty and interest should counteract the “wear-out” effect. Thus, advertisers can 
use or add novel components such as an ambiguous and complex brand story or an unexpected twist 
in an advertisement to increase the novelty and interestingness of an advertisement. 
Innovation and New Product Management 
Billions of dollars are invested in research and development for new products every year. 
For instance, Cisco System Inc. spent US$6.3 billion on new product development in 2011 (Statista, 
2014). However, more than 50% of new products fail and approximately 70% fail two years after 
their launch (Ernst and Young & AC Nielsen, 2000). Past research has identified an inverted-U 
shaped relationship between product innovativeness and product success, but has failed to identify 
an explanation for this relationship (see Goldenberg et al., 2001; Hekkert & Wieringen, 1996; 
Steenkamp & Gielens, 2003; and van Trijp & van Kleef, 2008). As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, 
research on product newness and innovativeness have largely neglected consumers’ perceptions and 
emotional responses. Yet, I found that consumers’ perceptions of newness could evoke interest and, 
in turn, enhance product evaluation and behavioral intentions. Thus, my findings highlight the need 
for new product researchers and managers to acknowledge consumers’ perceptions of newness and 
emotional responses when considering marketing strategies in the diffusion process of innovation.  
More specifically, the inverted-U shape relationship between product innovativeness and 
product success may be partially explained by the combined effect of the familiarity-liking 
association and the novelty-interest association. Given this, I suggest that innovation should be 
designed and marketed to be familiar or likable yet novel or interesting. My suggestion is consistent 
with Hekkert et al.’s (2003) “most advanced, yet acceptable” principle. That is, the visual design of 
products should be innovative but should not contradict with or significantly deviate from the 
typical appearance of that product category. 
Apple is one of the firms that have adapted a marketing approach that aligns with my 
assertion. For instance, the technical and visual design of the first iPhone was a radical innovation 
that was appraised by consumers as highly novel and interesting. According to my suggestion, 
radical innovations such as the first iPhone should be marketed as an extension of familiar products. 
In line with this, Steve Jobs introduced the first iPhone by repeatedly describing it as a “reinvented” 
device that was “a widescreen iPod with touch controls”, “a revolutionary mobile phone”, and “a 
breakthrough internet communication device”. This may have positioned the first iPhone as a novel 
yet familiar device for consumers. On the other hand, an incremental or familiar innovation should 
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be marketed as highly novel. For instance, every new generation of iPhone has always been 
marketed as the “biggest advancement in iPhone history” and always features an “all-new” user-
interface or phone design. Taken together, the present thesis suggests that new product managers, 
designers, and advertisers must work together to design and market a novel yet familiar innovation 
to guarantee product success.  
Emotion in Product Design 
Designers always seek to create a product design that evokes positive emotional responses 
in the hope that this improves the experiential value of the product (Crilly et al., 2004; Desmet, 
2003). Appraisal theories have been used to guide the design of products to elicit certain emotion 
(Desmet, 2003). However, few studies have considered the motivational function of discrete 
emotions. This is important given that the motivational function of an emotion can organize and 
regulate a consumer’s cognitions and actions toward the product. The present thesis demonstrates 
that interest is an emotion that motivates consumers to approach novelty, but is distinct from liking 
(joy and contentment), which motivates consumers to approach familiarity. Thus, designers must 
understand the functional account of discrete emotions to foster a design that provides the 
appropriate emotional experience to enhance the experiential value of a product. For instance, my 
findings suggest that an interesting design may motivate consumers to learn about a new 
technological product such as Dyson’s vacuums and fans. Yet, an interesting design may also deter 
consumers from products to which they are accustomed, such as the packaging of Coke, a beer’s 
packaging label, or even a brand logo. The findings from the present thesis should motivate 
designers to consider the functional account of each discrete emotion before creating a design that 
evokes a particular emotion. 
Customer Loyalty and Relationship Management 
Building customer loyalty has been a dominant emphasis in marketing research and strategy 
(see Agrawal, Gaur, & Narayanan, 2012). However, empirical evidence (e.g., Mittal & Lassar, 
1998) and practical cases (e.g., Jones & Sasser, 1995) have demonstrated that loyal and satisfied 
customers are still prone to switching their intentions and variety-seeking behaviors. My findings 
suggest that this is unsurprising, given that consumers are predisposed to feel interested and curious 
toward novelty, which is constituted by a different and unfamiliar brand and product. Thus, a brand 
or product must stay novel and interesting in the consumers’ mind to build loyalty.  
Apart from developing new products, brand can achieve this by using a variety of brand 
ambassadors to induce novelty appraisal. For instance, Coca-Cola is endorsed by comedians such as 
Kevin Hart, professional footballers such as Wayne Rooney, Olympic athletes such as Michelle 
Kwan, actresses such as Penelope Cuz and singers such as Jennifer Lopez. With different 
ambassadors in their advertisements, Coca-Cola can convey the same brand information with 
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repetitive exposure but still keep this information interesting by varying the ambassador that 
endorses the brand information in each exposure. Furthermore, novelty appraisal toward a product 
can be easily enhanced by offering a unique and unfamiliar purchasing experience. For instance, the 
success of Coca-Cola’s Share a Coke campaign was partly due to its unexpectedness and 
uniqueness. That is, finding your name printed on a Coke bottle unexpectedly in the supermarket 
for the first time may reinstate the interest to drink Coke. However, the effectiveness of this 
campaign would be significantly lower if Coca-Cola launched the Share a Coke campaign again, 
given that consumers are now familiar with the strategy.  
Limitations and Future Research 
 As with all research, there are a number of limitations in the present thesis that need to be 
addressed, but which also provide interesting avenues for future research. Chapter 1 found that 
interest is elicited by two cognitive appraisals: novelty-complexity and coping potential appraisal. 
The research in the present thesis, however, only examined novelty-complexity appraisal. A reason 
for this is because products are designed and marketed to be understandable and comprehensible for 
consumers. In fact, there is no reason for consumers to purchase or consume a product if they do 
not understand the product or its purpose. Furthermore, coping potential appraisal appears to be a 
person’s estimate of their ability to understand or comprehend the novelty (see Silvia, 2005; Silvia 
et al., 2009). Without establishing an effect of novelty appraisal, it is unnecessary to examine the 
effect of coping potential on interest. The present thesis is the first to examine the relevance of 
interest to consumer psychology and behavior; therefore it focused on novelty-complexity 
appraisal. My findings show that novelty appraisal is a key antecedent of consumer interest. Thus, 
future research may examine whether coping potential appraisal moderates the effect of novelty 
appraisal on interest in consumption domains. Specifically, future research can examine whether 
consumer with high and low technical knowledge of a product differ in their response toward 
perceived design newness (Chapter 1) and subtle cue of novelty (Chapter 2 and 3). 
 An aim of this thesis was to show that consumers experience interest when they encounter 
novelty and that interest enhances product evaluations as well as behavioral intentions toward the 
novel product. This was demonstrated across the eleven experiments in this thesis, suggesting that 
the relationship between novelty appraisal and interest can result in a positive consumer response. 
This provides evidence for the proposition in Chapter 1 that consumers generally like 
familiarity but simultaneously experience interest toward novelty. The present thesis, however, 
lacks a direct comparison for consumers’ responses toward familiarity and novelty. Future research 
should therefore investigate whether consumers experience mixed emotions of liking and interest 
toward the familiar and novel aspect of a product, respectively. For instance, consumers may favor 
a novel product branded by a familiar brand more than an unfamiliar brand. Another interesting 
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avenue is to explore consumers’ responses toward novelty and familiarity across a product life 
cycle or stages of purchase decision process. For instance, the effect of interest may be a stronger 
determinant of consumers’ response at the introduction of a new product or at purchase. As 
consumers become more familiar with the product, their interest may fade and their response will 
be determined by their level of liking toward the product. 
 Furthermore, the present thesis investigated the relevance of interest to consumer 
psychology and behavior, but it did not examine other emotions that are related to novelty and 
familiarity. For instance, confusion is a feeling of not knowing when encountering uncertain and 
novel stimuli (Ellsworth, 2003; Hess, 2003). Silvia (2010) also demonstrated that readers evaluate a 
complex poem to be more interesting when they are given a clue to the poem’s meaning. Without 
the clue, readers find the poem more difficult to understand and confusing. Confusion appears to be 
a negative affective experience toward novelty that is evoked by a high novelty appraisal and a low 
coping potential. Thus, it should motivate a withdrawal or avoidance tendency toward novelty 
(Silvia, 2009, 2010). To provide a more holistic account of consumers’ response toward novelty, 
future research may explore whether interest and confusion serve as opposing emotions that 
motivate and demotivate consumers to approach novelty, respectively. Further research is also 
necessary to examine the appraisals anteceding interest and confusion in consumption domains to 
provide valuable insights on how to best manage consumer responses toward novelty. 
 Novelty appraisal is a multidimensional construct; therefore, it can be elicited by various 
subtle cues. The present thesis examined semantic (i.e., newness in design), linguistic (i.e., the word 
‘new’), and perceptual (i.e., disfluency) cues of novelty. However, future research can identify other 
cues of novelty that consumers are exposed to. One interesting area is in the retailing environment 
as the visual aspect of the retail marketplace (e.g., shelf display) has been shown to influence 
consumers’ evaluation and purchase decision (Krishna, 2012). A possible cue of novelty in the 
retail space is shelf-based scarcity in the form of relative stocking level depletion. Scarcity signals 
to consumers that the product is unique, rare, and atypical thus this should evoke the novelty 
appraisal. In fact, shelf-based scarcity has been shown to enhance product evaluation by signaling 
the uniqueness of the product (Ku, C. Kuo, & T. Kuo, 2012). However, the affective mechanism 
underlying the shelf-based scarcity effect has remained unexplored. Thus, future research might 
examine whether shelf-based scarcity serve as a novelty cue that evoke interest and in turn, enhance 
product evaluation. Other possible novelty cues in marketing include the label of limited edition, 
the presence of luxury, vintage design, and nostalgic appeals in advertisements. By examining these 
cues in light of the findings in the present thesis, future research may provide marketing and 
managerial insight into the elicitation of consumer interest. 
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 Another research avenue that merits further investigation is consumers’ individual 
difference in the need for novelty. As discussed in Chapter 1, Litman (2010) suggested that 
curiosity is an innate trait that predisposes humans to seek new and interesting stimuli. Silvia (2008) 
also demonstrated that appraisal structures of interest fully mediate the effect of trait curiosity on 
the experience of interest. That is, people with high trait curiosity are predisposed to hold a high 
level of novelty appraisal and coping potential appraisal toward stimuli, and in turn, experience 
greater level of interest. To the best of our knowledge, no existing research has examined the 
implication of trait curiosity on consumer psychology and behavior. To better understand how 
consumers respond to novelty and experience interest, future research should empirically test 
whether trait curiosity predispose consumers to favor new, complex, unexpected, unfamiliar or 
otherwise not understood (i.e., novel) products. This line of research may help mangers to identify 
suitable target markets for novelty related marketing strategies such as the development of new 
product, the diffusion of innovation, and the introduction of rebranding strategies. 
Concluding Remarks 
 The present thesis is the first to investigate and demonstrate the relevance of interest to 
consumer psychology and behavior. Using appraisal theories of emotion and the functional account 
of interest, my research revealed that consumers experience interest toward novelty and interest has 
significant implications on marketing outcomes such as product evaluation and purchase intent. I 
found that for stimuli in the consumption domains (e.g., a design, product, or advertisement) to 
evoke interest, it does not necessarily need to be new but it must be appraised to be novel. This 
finding should motivate researchers and practitioners to consider a consumer-oriented approach 
when exploring marketing constructs that are conventionally defined from the perspective of the 
firm (e.g., product newness). 
 The present thesis also identified tactics that can evoke interest, and showed that interest 
could serve as a previously unexplored mechanism for different effects that contradict with well-
established relationships in marketing and consumer research (e.g., the paradox between fluency 
and disfluency). Furthermore, a primary goal in marketing is to increase the perceived familiarity of 
a product or a brand due to the assumption that this will enhance positive consumer responses such 
as product liking and top-of-mind awareness. In contrast, my findings suggest that consumer may 
experience interest towards novelty and therefore favor novelty over familiarity. The present 
research therefore challenges a fundamental assumption that underpins much of the marketing 
efforts in practice. More generally, the present thesis shows that emotions and their appraisal 
structures are important facets of consumer psychology and behavior that merit further 
investigation.  
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